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The RICIS Concept
The University of Houston-Clear Lake established the Research Institute for
Computing and InformaUon Systems (RICIS) in 1986 to encourage the NASA
Johnson Space Center (JSC) and local industry to actavely support research
in the computing and information sciences. As part of thls endeavor, UHCL
proposed a partnership wlth JSC to Jointly define and manage an integrated
program ofrcsearch in advanced data processing technology needed forJSC's
main missions, Including administrative, engineering and science responsl-
bfllties. JSC agreed and entered into a continuing cooperative agreement
with UHCL beginning in May 1986, to Jointly plan and execute such research
through RICIS. Additionally, under Cooperative Agreement NCC 9-16,
computing and educational facilities are shared by the two instituUons to
conduct the research.
The UHCL/RICIS mission is to conduct, coordinate, and disseminate research
and professional level education in computing and information systems to
serve the needs of the government, industry, community and academia.
RICIS combines resources of UHCLand its gateway affiliates to research and
develop materials, prototypes and publications on topics of mutual interest
to its sponsors and researchers. Within UIICL, the mission is being
implemented through interdisciplinary involvement of faculty and students
from each of the four schools: Business and Public Administration, Educa-
Uon, Human Sciences and Humanities, and Natural and Applied Sciences.
RICIS also collaborates with industry In a companion program. This program
is focused on serving the research and advanced development needs of
industry.
Moreover, UHCL established relationships with other universities and re-
search organizations, having common research interests, to provide addi-
Uonal sources of e×pertlse to conduct needed research. For example, UHCL
has entered into a special partnership with Texas A&M University to help
oversee R]CIS research an-I education programs, while other research
organizations are involved via the "gateway" concept.
A major role of RICIS then is to find the best match of sponsors, researchers
and research obJecUves to advance knowledge in the computing and informa-
Uon sciences. RICIS, workingJointly with its sponsors, advises on research
needs, recommends principals for conducting the research, provides tech-
nical and admlnistraUve support to coordinate the research and integrates
technical results into the goals of UHCL, NASA/JSC and industry.
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RICIS Preface
This research was conducted under auspices of the Research Institute for Computing
and Information Systems by Dr. Kay Orr and Shirley Stancil of the Southwest
Research Institute. Dr. Glenn Freedman served as the RICIS research coordinator.
Funding was provided by the Engineering Directorate, NASA/JSC through
Cooperative Agreement NCC 9-16 between the NASA Johnson Space Center and the
University of Houston-Clear Lake. The NASA research coordinator for this activity
was William R. Pruett of the Software Integration and Maintenance Section of the
Flight Data Systems Division, Engineering Directorate, NASA/JSC.
The views and conclusions contained in this report are those of the authors and
should not be interpreted as representative of the official policies, either express or
implied, of UHCL, RICIS, NASA or the United States Government.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Objectives of the Study
The Shuttle Data Systems Branch (SDSB) of the Flight Data Systems Division (FDSD) at Johnson Space
Center contracted with Southwest Research Institute (SwRD to validate the effectiveness of an interactive
video course on the code inspection process. The purpose of this project was to determine if this course
could be effective for teaching NASA analysts the process of code inspection. In addition, NASA was
interested in the effectiveness of this unique type of instruction (Digital Video Interactive'®), for providing
training on software processes.
Conclusions
This study found the Carnegie Mellon course, "A Cure for the Common Code', effective for teaching
the process of code inspection. In addition, analysts prefer learning with this method of instruction, or
this method in combination with other methods. As is, the course is definitely better than no course at
all; however, findings indicate changes are needed. Following are conclusions of this study:
s The course is instructionally effective.
s The simulation has a positive effect on student's confidence in their ability to apply new
knowledge.
• Analysts like the course and prefer this method of training, or this method in combination with
current methods of training in code inspection, over the way training is currently being
conducted.
• Analysts responded favorably to information presented through scenarios incorporating full
motion video.
• Some course content needs to be changed.
• Some content needs to be added to the course.
Recommendations
SwRI believes this study indicates interactive video instruction combined with simulation is effective for
teaching software processes. Based on the conclusions of this study, SwRI has outlined seven options
for NASA to consider. SwRI recommends the option which involves creation of new source code and
data files, but uses much of the existing content and design from the current course. Although this option
involves a significant software development effort, SwRI believes this option will produce the most
effective results.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Purpose
Analysts in the NASA Flight Data Systems Division (FDSD) at Johnson Space Center manage the
software configuration for the maintenance of shut'de software. NASA management recognizes the need
for effective, efficient training to provide these analysts with the knowledge and skills necessary to
perform their jobs.
The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of an interactive video course on the code
inspection process. "A Cure for the Common Code', developed by the Software Engineering Institute
at Carnegie Mellon University, consists of training modules, a reference library and simulated code
inspections. In addition to determining the effectiveness of this particular piece of courseware,
management is also interested in the effectiveness of this unique type of instruction (DVI °) for teaching
content relevant to NASA needs. To investigate these issues, the NASA Shuttle Data Systems Branch
(SDSB) contracted With the Training Systems and Simulators Department at Southwest Research Institute
(SwRD to conduct this study.
1.2 Overview of the Study
1.2.1 Methodology
SwRI created a plan to validate the effectiveness of the Carnegie Mellon code inspection course. The
plan consisted of two pans: validation of the course content and validation of the instructional
effectiveness of the course. Validation of the content was achieved by comparing code inspection
objectives and comparing code inspection models. Validation of the effectiveness of the course was
measured by testing knowledge of information, application of information, and by gathering analysts'
reactions to the course.
Three analysts participated in the study, one from NASA and two from IBM. The analysts' backgrounds
were varied in terms of computer experience, computer use, programming experience, experience with
code inspection, and job responsibilities. Analysts with diverse backgrounds were sought in order to
gather different perspectives on the code inspection course.
The materials used for this validation study included the inspection course, "A Cure for the Common
Code'. To measure the effectiveness of the course, SwRI developed instruments including:
pretest/posttest, analyst questionnaire, interview questions, observation form, and demographic data sheet.
1.2.2 Findings
Findings for the study are presented as content review findings and instructional effectiveness review
findings. Content review findings state results from the review of course objectives, course content and
underlying process models for code inspection. Instructional effectiveness review findings report results
in terms of gain scores between the pretest and Posttest 1 (knowledge of information), gain scores
between Postt_t 1 and Posttest 2 (application of information), program feedback, analyst responses to
the questionnaire and interview, and evaluator observations. Finally, a summary of findings is presented
in terms of strengths and weaknesses of the course.
1.2.3 Conclusions
Conclusions based on the findings are presented. Conclusions are presented for course content,
instructional effectiveness of the course, and analyst opinions about the course.
1.2.4 Limitations
There were known limitations for this study which may have affected rmults. Limitations of the study
are presented, as well as limitations for the course ('A Cure for the Common Code'). Limitations of
the course as cited in documentation by Carnegie Mellon are also included.
1.2.5 Recommendations
Based on the conclusions of this study, SwRI has outlined seven options for NASA to consider. These
options are presented along with pros and cons for each. SwRI recommends one option believed to be
the most instructionally effective and most cost effective method for incorporating process simulation
training into current training efforts.
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2.0 MZI'HODOLOGY
2.1 Approach of the Study
The plan created by SwRI to validate the effectiveness of Carnegie Mellon's code inspection course
consisted of two parts. The objective of the first part was to validate the content of the course. The
objective of the second part was to validate the instructional effectiveness of the course (including
presentation strategy). Below is a summary of the validation plan. Appendix G contains a copy of the
plan.
2.1.1 Validate Content of the Course
Content validity of the code inspection course was measured in two ways. First, instructional objectives
were compared and second, models for code inspection were compared.
2.1.1.1 Compare Code Inspection Objectives
NASA objectives for the code inspection process, as indicated by descriptions in the Software Formal
Inspections Guidelx_k (August, 1991) and the NASA Software Inspection Process Standard (December
9, 1991), were compared with Carnegie Mellon course objectives.
SwRI analysts took high-level objectives provided by Carnegie Mellon (see Appendix D) and added a fine
level of detail from the course. SwRI took these annotated course objectives (see Appendix C) and
compared them with the description of code inspection provided in the NASA documents. These same
annotated objectives were given to IBM who, based on their experience, also compared them with the
NASA code inspection process.
2.1.1.2 Compare Models for Code Inspection
Second, models for code inspection were compared. The model for code inspection used by NASA
(Software Formal Inspections Guidebook and NASA Software Inspection Process Standard) was compared
with the model used by Carnegie Mellon in the code inspection course (see Appendix E). Again, this
comparison was done by both SwRI and verified by IBM.
2.1.2 Validate Effectiveness of the Course
Validation of instructional effectiveness involved three analysts using the code inspection course. Each
analyst spent approximately six hours during one day working through the course (including tests,
questionnaire and interview). SwRI chose three indicators of effectiveness for the code inspection course:
knowledge of information
application of information
reactions to the course
2.1.2.1 Knowledge of Information
Analysts were given a pretest prior to receiving instruction. Upon completion of the course instructiona/
modules, analysts were given a posttest. The purpose of this posttest was to measure knowledge of
information as a result of having completed the instructional modules.
2.1.2.2 Application of Information
The course also simulates a code inspection. Analysts were given the opportunity to assume a role
(recorder) and participate in a simulated code inspection. They were called upon to apply the knowledge
and skills learned from the instructional modules in the training room. Course feedback was given to
indicate analysts' ability to apply the information learned. In addition, a second postte_, given after
completion of the simulation, measured any net gain or loss of information that may have resulted from
the simulated experience.
2.1.2.3 Analyst Opinions
After completion of the entire code inspection course, analysts were administered a questionnaire and
were then interviewed. The purpose of these two activities was to determine the analysts' reactions to
the course, including their likes, dislikes, and suggestions for improvement and use.
2.2 Subjects
Tm-ee analysts participated in the study, one from NASA (FDSD) and two from IBM. Following is a
summary of the analysts' backgrounds. A complete description of demographic information on the three
analysts is provided in Appendix B.
Each analyst had between five and fourteen years of computer experience with between one and six hours
of use pet"day. Computer usage included word processing, programming, and other applications. Each
analyst had taken from one to seven college level software courses. None of the analysts had received
any formal college instruction in the Aria programming language; however, other languages included
Pascal, C, Cobol, LSP, Basic, Fortran, and informal instruction in Ada. Only one analyst had
participated in a code inspection before, but two analysts indicated their job may require it in the future.
None of the three analysts had ever received formal training in the code inspection process.
All three analysts had some experience with training via computer in the past, ranging from one to eight
courses. They all felt it was an effective method for learning and had a positive attitude toward it.
Interaction was cited as a major advantage of computer based training, as well as the feeling that it was
much more interesting than reading from a manual.
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2.3 Materials
2.3.1 Carnegie Mellon Course
The Carnegie Mellon course, "A Cure for the Common Code', is based on a fictitious company named
"Ultimex'. The course teaches the process of code inspection as if the student is a new employee. The
course uses full motion video, still video, audio, and simulation.
Various rooms in the company are available to the user. The training room consists of five instructional
modules:
Formal Inspections: Purpose and Process
Inspection Types and Differences
Inspection Roles and Pitfalls
Inspection Tools and Forms
Inspection Communications
The conference room is where simulated code inspections occur. The code inspection simulation allows
the student to apply what he/she learned from the instructional modules. The simulation uses a rule-based
expert system of approximately one hundred rules. The expert system determines the responses of the
simulated personalities, controls dialogue, interprets user responses, and controls the visual presentation.
Other rooms in the company are also available to the user. An overview of the course is given in the
auditorium. A library is available for reference, which includes articles and manuals, as well as
videotapes. The user has an office with tools available for reviewing code in preparation for a code
inspection. Finally, to make the environment more realistic, the secretary's office and coffee room are
also included. An outline of the course can be found in Appendix H.
2.3.2 Instruments
In addition to the course, a number of other materials were used in this study. Five instruments were
created by SwRI to measure the effectiveness of the course, as well as reactions of the analysts
participating in the study. The following instruments were created: pretestJposttest, analyst
questionnaire, interview questions, an observation form, and a demographic data sheet. Brief descriptions
of these instruments follow. Samples of these instruments appear in Appendix A.
2.3.2.1 Pretest/Posttest
The pretest and posttest (Posttest 1 and Posttest 2) were the same instrument. They were created by an
instructional designer with pretest trials using three subjects that represented the target audience (software
engineer, mathematician, engineer). The pretest trial results were reviewed by a subject matter expert
(software engineer).
The purpose of the pretest/posttest was determined by when it was administered in the study. The same
instrument was used three times, since time and resource constraints did not permit creation of different
versions of the test.
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When administered prior to the study (pretest), the instrument served to give a baseline measure of
knowledge of information, so any gain in score after instruction could be measured. When used as a
posttest for the first time (Posttest 1, after the instructional modules), the instrument served as a measure
of knowledge of information. When used as a posttest for the second time (Posttest 2, after the simulated
code inspection), the instrument measured gain in knowledge as a result of application. The purpose was
to determine if analysts learned any more from the simulation.
The pretest/posttest instrument had three parts including definitions, fill in the blank, and multiple choice.
Part 1, consisting of five questions, required analysts to define terms related to the code inspection
process. Part 2, consisting of twenty fill in the blank questions, required analysts to recall information
presented in the course. Part 3, consisting of forty multiple choice questions, required analysts to choose
the correct answer(s) from the choices provided.
2.3.2.2 Analyst Questionnaire
The analyst questionnaire was administered after completion of the course. The purpose of the
questionnaire was tomeasure analysts' reactions to the course and recommendations for change and use.
The analyst questionnaire consisted of a total of thirty-eight statements. These statements were grouped
into five categories including overall evaluation of the course (nine statemems), course content (five
statements), learning effectiveoms (two statements), instructional prmemation (twelve statements), and
system capabilities (ten statements). Analysts were asked to rate each statement on a scale of one to five
(one indicating strong disagreement and five indicating strong agreement with the statement).
2.3.2.3 Interview Questions
The interview was conducted after completion of the course and immediately after the analyst
questionnaire. The purpose of the interview was to further expand on information collected by the
questionnaire regarding analysts' reactions to the course and recommendations for change and use.
Interview questions were grouped using the same five categories as the analyst questionnaire: overall
evaluation of the course (ten questions), course content (seven questions), learning effectiveness (three
questions), instructional presentation (four questions), and system capabilities (two questions). A total
of twenty-six questions were included in the interview.
2.3.2.4 Observation Form
The observation form was used during data collection when analysts were actually using the course. The
purpose of the observation form was to note any comments or actions during the use of the course which
might be used to explain findings. During the entire use of the course, SwRI observers noted
observations in four areas: problems or difficulties experienced, analyst comments, observer comments,
time spent working on each task (modules, tests, simulation, etc.).
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2.3.2.5Demographic Data Sheet
The demographic data sheet was administered by NASA prior to data collection. The purpose of the
demographic data sheet was to aid in choosing analysts to participate in the study, as well as helping
explain findings.
The data sheet consisted of a total of sixteen questions grouped into four categories. The four categories
of questions were computer experience (three questions), programming experience (three questions), code
inspection process (seven questions), and general information (three questions).
2.4 Procedures
2.4.1 Study Procedures
At the beginning of this study, the code inspection course was obtained from Carnegie Mellon and loaded
on an SwRI computer system for evaluation. Carnegie Mellon provided high-level instructional objectives
and extensive detail was added by SwRI to create a set of annotated objectives.
The validation plan (see Appendix G) was written and dictated how the study would proceed. The plan
consisted of two phases. Phase one called for assessment of the content validity of the course. Phase
two called for three analysts to use the course, so data could be collected on effectiveness of the course,
as well as analyst reactions to the course. The steps used in data collection are outlined below.
2.4.2 Data Collection Procedures
Prior to conducting trial runs of the course, NASA administered the demographic data sheet and the
pretest to seven analysts (3 NASA analysts, 4 IBM analysts). Based on the information collected, SwRI
chose three analysts (1 NASA analyst, 2 IBM analysts) to participate in the study. The proposal dictated
the number of individuals that would participate in the study (three).
During the study, analysts were instructed how to proceed through the course. First, they were
introduced to the course in the auditorium. Next, they participated in the five instructional modules in
the training room. Upon completion of the modules, they were administered Posttest 1 to measure their
knowledge of the information prea_,.nted. After the posttest, analysts were allowed to explore the library,
practice with the Ada code in their office, and finally participate in a simulated code inspection. Upon
completion of the simulation, analysts were given a questionnaire requesting them to give their reactions
as well as recommendations for the course. This questionnaire was followed by an interview with SwRI
analysts. After completing the questionnaire and interview, the analysts were administered Posttest 2 (see
Appendix A).
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3.0 FINDINGS
3.1 Results of Data Collection
SwRI validated the relevance of this course to NASA's training needs by examining the course,
comparing the course with the existing NASA code inspection standards/practice and evaluating the
course's instructional effectiveness. This validation included an instructional design review of the subject
matter (SwRI), subject matter expert review (SwRI and IBM), and an instructional effectiveness review
(SwRI), including target audience trials (NASA and IBM analysts).
3.1.1 Content Review Findings
The following paragraphs describe the findings from the review of objectives, course content and
underlying process models for code inspection.
3.1.1.1 Content Review by SwRI
SwRI compared the course content with the stated objectives from Carnegie Mellon. SwRJ verified that
the course content was consistent with the stated course objectives.
SwRI compared code inspection objectives as outlined in two NASA documents (Software Formal
lnspectiom Guidebook and NASA Software Inspection Process Standard) with the objectives of the
course. In order to make comparisons consistent in scope and depth, SwRI extracted more detail from
the course and annotated the Carnegie Mellon objectives. SwRI found the annotated course objectives
to be very similar to the NASA code inspection guidelines and standards.
3. I. 1.2 ContentReview by IBM
At the request of SwRI and NASA, analysts from IBM reviewed the annotated course objectives. IBM
experts evaluated the detailed outline with respect to established NASA code inspection practice and
procedures. SwRI also demomtrated the course to IBM experts in order to enhance their analyses. The
following summary lists discrepancies between the course and NASA's code inspection process. The
complete report from IBM appears in Appendix F.
Areas where the course content conflicts:
characteristics of an inspection meeting
differences between inspection and walkthrough procedures
role of recorder
Areas that require additional detail:
purpose of formal inspections
stages of the formal inspection process
benefits of the formal inspection process
role of plannin 8 and preparation in the inspection process (planning)
role of planning and preparation in the inspection process (preparation)
• review roles assumed during inspection
• types of checklists
• basic rules for code inspections
• moderator role description
• checklists and forms use in the formal inspections process
• importance of inspection as an organizational approach
stability/improvement
to ensure process
3.1.1.3 Code Inspection Model Review by SwR/
SwRI also compared models for code inspection. Carnegie Mellon provided a description of the model
the course uses. The two documents previously mentioned, Software Formal Inspections Guidebook and
NASA Software Inspection Process Standard, present NASA's model. SwRI found the two models to
be similar. Only minor differences were detected.
3.1.1.4 Code Inspection Model Review by IBM
IBM reviewed the code inspection models and found the inspection process steps adequate. IBM moved
the sequence of one step, exit criteria. IBM added the following required steps:
re-work
post meeting errors
collection of inspection meeting reports
submission of summary data to database
extraction of reports from database
summary metric data
FACI/CI summary data
IBM added additional details to the following role descriptions:
• manager
• producer
• moderator
• recorder
IBM added the following roles as other individuals involved in the NASA inspection process:
• librarian
• designer/tester
• independent tester
• consumer
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3.1.2 Instructional Effectiveness Review Findings
The following paragraphs describe the findings from the target audience trials (NASA and IBM) and the
instructional effectiveness review (SwRI). This section states results as collected by various instruments;
therefore, information may overlap by design (e.g., analyst questionnaire and interview questions). Raw
data can be found in Appendix B.
3.1.2.1 pretest/Posttest 1 (Knowledge of Information)
Analyst scores on the pretest (adminlqered prior to using the course) were compared with their scores
on Posttest 1 (administered after using the instructional modules). "l'ne purpose of this comparison was
to determine how much analysts learned from the instructional modules (Knowledge of Information).
There was a definite improvement in ability to define terms after completing the instructional modules.
When asked to answer questions on the pretest, such as stating the putpoau of formal inspections or
listing the stages of the formal code inspection process, analysts had difficulty producing completely
correct answers. For example, on the pretest none of the analysts were able to list all stages in the formal
code inspection process, whereas on Posttest 1 all analysts were able to list most, if not all, the stages.
Multiple choice scores for all three analysts improved substantially from the pretest to Posttest I (see table
below). Results for the multiple choice part of the test were consistent with results for the definition and
fill in the blank parts of the teat. Gains in scores from the Pretest to Pmtte_ 1 indicate a substantial
increase in knowledge of information about code inspection after completion of the course instructional
modules.
Part3
(Multiple Choice)
Analyst 1 Analyst 2 Analyst 3
Note:
Pretest 70% 74 _ 78 %
Posttest 1 88% 86% 83 %
Posttest 2 89 % 87 %
Scores indicate the percent correct out of a total 156 questions.
8.7%
3.1.2.2 Posttest l/Posttest 2 (Application of Information)
Analysts scores on Posttest 1 (administered after the instructional modules) were compared with their
scores on Postte_ 2 (administered _ the simulation). The purpose of this comparison was to measure
gain in knowledge as a result of application (did the analysts learn additional information from the
simulation).
Changes in response from Posttest 1 to Posttest 2 on the definition part of the test were not substantial.
Little additional information, if any, was noted, nor was there any noticeable improvement in quality of
response. Similar results held true for the fill in the blank part of the test. Once again, very little
additional information was noted on Posttest 2. No noticeable improvement in the quality of response
was detected. Scores on the multiple choice part of the test increased slightly from Posttest 1 to Posttest
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2 (seetableabove).Resultsfor thedefinition,fill in the blank, and multiple choice pans of the test were
consistent. Gains in scores were small, which indicates the analysts probably did not gain significant
knowledge of information as a result of participating in the simulation.
3.1.2.3 Program Feedback
The course provides some feedback upon completion of a simulated code inspection. Strengths and
weaknesses of an analyst's performance are given. A summary of the three analysts feedback is provided
below. A complete listing of feedback for each analyst can be found in Appendix B.
A strength noted for two analysts was good use of emotional tone. All three analysts received praise for
never introducing irrelevant topics, while two analysts were complimented for stopping tangents. Another
analyst was praised for expressing a minority opinion and overall good participation.
The one weakness cited for all three analysts was missing two of the biggest errors in code. In addition,
two analysts changed their opinions incorrectly (possibly due to group pressure). A weakness of one
analyst was lack of input or being too passive during the inspection, while another was cited as being too
aggressive. Another analyst had difficulty with the talk interface and le_ too many topics open without
a final resolution.
3.1.2.4 Analyst Self Report
Analysts' reactions to the course were measured with an analyst questionnaire and an interview. Findings
from these two instruments are presented below.
3.1.2.4.1 Analyst Questionnaire
The analyst questionnaire was divided into five sections. Results are summarized by section. A complete
listing of results is found in Appendix B.
Overall Evaluation of the Course:
Analysts had a very positive attitude toward the course. They liked this method of instruction and
preferred it over the way information is currently being taught. Analysts thought the course had numerous
strengths, as well as some weaknesses which could be overcome. Two analysts strongly agreed this code
inspection course has potential for use at NASA. The third analyst, who disagreed, does not currently
perform code inspections. All analysts agreed they would like to see more courses of this type offered
by NASA.
Course Content:
Two analysts agreed the code inspection model used in the course was similar to what is used at NASA
(one analyst did not respond). The content of the course was very important (relevant) to one analyst and
not as much to the other analysts (this correlated with their level of involvement on a daily basis in the
code inspection process).
There were mixed feelings about the purpose of the course. Two analysts strongly agreed the purpose
was clear, whereas one disagreed strongly. Two analysts agreed the content was academically
challenging, whereas one analyst had no opinion. Finally, all three analysts agreed the level of detail in
the course was appropriate for preparing someone to participate in a code inspection.
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_n8 Effectiveness:
All three analysts agreed they learned from the code inspection course. All also agreed they learned more
from this method of instruction on code inspection than from current methods of instruction.
Instructional Presentation:
All analysts agreed the course captured their attention. Two analysts agreed the specific objectives of
the course were not clear. In addition, prerequisite skills were not clear to all users. One analyst
strongly agreed the course material was clear and well organized; the other analysts disagreed. One
analyst thought there was enough practice provided, one was neutral, and a third did not respond. One
analyst agreed strongly that feedback was adequate, one had no opinion and another did not respond.
Two analysts agreed feedback was meaningfid and one analyst did not respond. Analysts agreed the
course's assessment of their performance was fair and meaningfid.
All analysts strongly agreed that this method of instruction probably caused them to learn more than
current methods for learning code inspection. All analysts strongly agreed they liked the method of
instruction. Analysts also agreed the course was appropriate for their background and experience.
System Capabilities:
Two analysts agreed learning how to use the course was fairly easy, one strongly disagreed. Similarly,
two analysts agreed learning how to use the simulation was fairly easy, one strongly disagreed. Similar
reactions held true for remembering names and uses of commands. (Note: In the intm'view, analysts
elaborated on how easy/difficult the course was to use and specified particular areas of difficulty.)
One analyst was frustrated during parts of the course, one did not have an opinion, and one was not too
frustrated. Two analysts felt the simulation was slow. All analysts liked having a great deal of control
over the instruction. Analysts agreed strongly the graphics were interesting and effective. They agreed
the quality of the motion video was good and that it added value to the course.
3. 1.2.4.2 Interview
The interview form was divided into the same five sections as the analyst questionnaire. The interview
provided analysts an opportunity to elaborate on their responses on the questionnaire, as well as answer
additional questions. Again, results are summarized by section. A complete listing of results is found
in Appendix B.
Overall Evaluation of the Course:
Analysts liked this method of instruction. They all indicated they liked the full motion video scenarios
best. Other strengths included: method of instruction (you remember the content longer), the simulation,
and the library. Analysts indicated they disliked the following items: too much text on the screen, audio
interferes with the text in places, the user interface (only parts, e.g. the mouse), and the section on groups
in Module 5. Other weakneues of the course included: lots of material to cover in one day, no
instructions on how to operate the course, lack of instruction on how to use the tools, and not enough
review provided. Analysts felt the weaknesses could be overcome. All analysts believed the course has
potential for use in teaching the code inspection process.
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Analystsrecommendedmodificationsto makethe coursemoreeffective and easier to use. Specific
applications for using this course were as training for new hires, as a review for experienced analysts,
or in a workstation available for reference at any time. In addition, analysts recommended that
instruction similar to this course (method of instruction) be used by NASA to teach other content as well.
Course Content:
One analyst felt the content of this course was particularly relevant at the present time, whereas the other
two had no immediate need. All considered roles, behavior guidelines, and interpersonal communication
skills the most relevant pans of the course. All analysts considered the segment on family and social
groups to be irrelevant. Additional information desired included a segment on active listening, more
video examples, more detail on some topics, easy access to definitions for unfamiliar terms and
summaries at the end of sections. If called upon to use the course as is, analysts would use parts of the
course which relate to the specific application at hand and omit the part on family and social groups. If
the course were used, analysts recommend using the course over a period of time, rather than all in one
day.
Learning Effectiveness:
All analysts said they learned from the course. They indicated they learned about the code inspection
process, roles of participants, and what it is like to attend a real code inspection (scenarios and
simulation). Two analysts indicated they learned general information, not details, because of the volume
of information contained in the course and the limited time for using the course in this study.
Analysts agreed the content was appropriate for the course, but would make some changes. Analysts did
emphasize the need for the course to clearly state a purpose and objectives.
Instructional Presentation:
Two analysts stated they liked the motion video segments in the program best. In addition, other
desirable aspects of the course were the simulation and the library. Analysts indicated the following items
were least liked about the method of presentation: too many text screens, audio sometimes competes with
the text, lengthy introductions the user was required to sit through. The simulation, tools, and natural
language interface were indicated as the most difficult parts of the program to use.
Analysts indicated they prefer this method of presentation for learning code inspection or this method in
combination with current methods over the way code inspection is presently taught (OJT, manuals,
working with experienced analysts). One analyst indicated the decision to use a course of this type would
need to be weighed against cost.
System Capabilities:
Analysts indicated they had some difficulty with the natural language interface and how to use the tools.
One analyst was particularly frustrated with the mouse and its placement on the screen. They did indicate
that they felt these difficulties could be overcome.
3.1.2.5 Evaluator Observations
SwRI observed NASA and IBM analysts using the course. These observations support the opinions and
recommendations expressed in both the questionnaire and the interview. A complete listing of
observations can be found in Appendix B.
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3_ Summm_of_n_np
Following are the strengths and weaknesses of this course as summarized by SwRI after reviewing the
course and using it with the NASA[IBM analysts.
3.2.1 Strengths of the Course
Following is a summary of the strengths of this course.
3.2.I.I InstructionalIssues
Most of the content is easily understood.
The level of difficulty of the content is appropriate for the target audience.
Feedback on performance in the simulation is built into the program (simulation).
The presentation of the content through full motion video is motivational (scenarios).
Help is provided (although not context sensitive).
The user controls pace of the instruction in almost all cases.
The simulation helps the user apply what is learned.
A library is provided for reference.
The program provides a means for exiting at almost all times.
3.2.1.2 Aesthetichsues
In most cases, types of screens are consistent to provide navigation for the user (menu
screens, text screens, etc.).
Only one typographical error was found.
3.2.1.3 Technical Issues
• The course execution is consistent.
3.2.2 Weaknesses of the Course
Followingisa summary of the weaknesses of this course.
3.2.2.1 Instructional Issues
No purpose is stated for the course.
Objectives are not clearly stated for the overall program or individual sections.
Some content is missing and needs to be added.
Some content needs to be changed.
Some content seems irrelevant to the course (e.g., family and social groups).
The model for code inspection used in the course is missing some steps.
The order of steps in the model for code inspection used in this course needs to be
changed.
Directions for use of the course are not clearly stated.
Complete documentation about the course needs to be provided (e.g., what it is, how to
use it).
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3.2.2.2
3.2.2.3
The instructional sequence is not clearly stated.
The instructional modules need to be more interactive.
"l_e user does not always have control over when to move to the next screen (not
consistent).
Better provision for reviewing sections needs to be included (some chunks of information
could be smaller).
The course needs to provide summaries/reviews at the end of each instructional module.
The user needs to be able to pause and resume from that point.
The user needs a provision to exit at most times (especially during lengthy introductions).
No practice questions with feedback are given during the instructional modules.
Evaluation criteria for the simulation is not explained.
Help is not context sensitive.
The text competes with audio in places and is not used consistently.
The course needs better instruction on how to use the tools.
The natural language interface is difficult to use and little instruction is provided.
Aesthetic Issues
Screens are often packed with too much text.
Color is not used effectively (text and background colors do not complement each other).
Sections of motion video (e.g., motion video in the simulation that is not full motion) are
unnatural (better than still frame, but not full motion).
The mouse does not appear in a consistent location on the screen.
Technical Issues
There are a few bugs in running the program; however, for the most part these are stated
as limitations of the program (it must also be recognized that this is a prototype
program).
The program is slow in some places, especially the long simulation.
The quality of the video is not clear during the simulation (partial motion video is lower
quality compared with full motion video capability).
The quality of the audio is poor is some places (e.g., simulation).
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS
4.1 Conclusions of the Study
This study found the course, "A Cure for the Common Code', effective for teaching the process of code
inspection. In addition, analysts prefer learning with this method of instruction or this method in
combination with current methods. The unmodified course is definitely considered better than no course
at all; however, findings indicate changes are needed. Our conclusions regarding the content,
instructional effectiveness, and analysts' opinions about the course are presented below with a brief
explanation for each.
4.1.1 Content
Conclusion:
Explanation:
Some content needs to be added to the course.
SwRI concluded that the scope of the course is adequate; however, there needs
to be more depth in some areas. IBM liked the course but stated some items
definitely need to be added to the course to reflect NASA's code inspection
process (see Appendix F).
Conclusion:
Explanation:
Some course content needs to be changed.
In their review of the course objectives, IBM indicated that some information
needed to be changed to customize the course to fit the NASA code inspection
process (see Appendix F).
Conclusion:
Explanation:
The steps in the code inspection process need to be more complete to closely
follow the NASA model.
In their review of the code inspection model, IBM indicated that some steps were
missing from the Carnegie Mellon model and would need to be added to more
accurately reflect the NASA model for code inspection (see Appendix F).
Conclusion:
Explanation:
The order of the steps in the Carnegie Mellon code inspection n_del need to be
changed to more closely follow the NASA model.
In their review of the code inspection model, IBM indicated the order of steps
did not accurately reflect the NASA model (see Appendix F).
4.1.2 Instructional Effectiveneu
Conclusion:
Explanation:
The course is instructionally effective.
Based on gain scores between the pretest and Posttest 1, the course demonstrated
an ability to teach the stated objectives.
Conclusion:
Explanation:
The simulation has a positive effect on students' confidence in their ability to
apply new knowledge.
Although there was no meaningful gain in scores between Posttest I and Posttest
2 (no gain in knowledge of information as a result of application), analyst
comments strongly indicated they favor the opporumity to practice code
inspection and receive feedback on their performance while still in the training
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4.1.3
environment. They strongly agreed with the concept but did not think this
particular simulation was as effective as it could be.
Conclusion:
Explanation:
Program feedback indicates that subjects were able to apply their new knowledge.
All three analysts received positive feedback from the course on strengths they
exhibited in the simulation. In addition, weaknesses were also presented. The
weaknesses the course detected are consistent with limitations of the study and
of the course tools. See Appendix B for specific program feedback.
Analyst Opinions
Conclusion:
Explanation:
Analysts like the course and prefer this method of u-aining, or this method in
combination with current methods of training in code inspection, over the way
training is currently being conducted.
Overall, analysts appreciated this method of training (incorporating simulation,
full motion video, scenarios), although they had reservations about many of the
specifics of this particular course. These favorable reactions can be seen in both
the analyst questionnaire and the interview responses.
Conclusion:
Explanation:
Analysts responded favorably to information presented through scenarios
incorporating full motion video.
Analysts indicated throughout the course a desire to see more scenarios. This
recommendation was emphasized again in the questionnaire and the interview.
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$.0LIMITATIONS
This studyhad a number of limitations which may have affected results. These limitations are
summarized below.
5.1 Limitafio_ of the Study
The small sample size precluded a formal statistical analysis of the data.
The pretest and the two posttests were exactly the same tests. To create different
versions of tests that measure the same knowledge would have required considerably
more resources. While retesting with the same test is a reliable way to measure a gain
in knowledge, some of the gain on later scores may be attributed to a familiarity with the
test. Also, a pretest can enhance learning by serving as an advance organizer for topics
that the student should pay more attention to.
Each subject was required to complete the course trial in one day, instead of the way the
course was originally designed. This may have negatively affected their performance due
to fatigue. Ideally, gudents would only take a few iesmns at a time and not sit through
six hours of instruction, simulation, and testinginone day.
Due to time constraints during the course trials, minimal time was provided to examine
the sample code prior to the simulation. This limitation could cause weaker performance
in finding errors in the code during the simulation.
The subjects were not proficient in the Ada programming language. This limitation could
cause weaker performance in finding errors in the code during the simulation.
For two subjects, code inspection was not part of their current job. This may have
negatively affected their motivational interest in the course topic.
$.2 Limitations of the Course
A "Cure for the Common Code" is a prototype course, not a polished product intended
for distribution. The student instructions and supporting documentation are very sparse.
The DVI hardware (7 board set) used to develop and deliver the course is outdated.
The options in the natural language interface are limiting. The user may not be able to
construct the exact response "desired from the options provided by the natural language
interface.
The audio quality is lower than it could be with this technology.
Some of the simulation environment does not utilize full motion video. The sequenced
still frame displays look unnatural and jerky. This method, however, is probably more
effective than just displaying one still frame.
The interlaced monitor mode can result in eye fatigue.
limitations of the Course as cited by Carnegie Mellon
General
• All inspection forms are not implemented in the program.
• There are intermittent problems with some CD-ROM drives ('Critical Error Occurred').
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5.3.2
5.3.3
5.3.4
Training Room
Early exits are not available from the orientation session within the training room and
from the tool descriptions within Module 4.
The student cannot exit the practice inspection and return later to the same state. This
feature is available for the actual simulation.
Library
The text materials in the library are incomplete.
The user is forced to sit through the orientation session in the library during the first
visit.
Conference Room
The instructions for using the talk interface are _.
The quality of the audio in pans of the simulation is poor (DVI configuration problems).
The rule base is incomplete, so occasionally the participant will say something that is
logical but makes no sense to the system.
The audio is not well synchronized to the video (DVI 2.12 limitations).
With the large inspection of the "procedure Options" code, there is a significant delay
in audio file access from the CD-ROM. This increases as you progress with the
inspection.
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6.0 RF_OMM ATIONS
6.1 Conclusion Summary
Overall, this program appears to be effective for teaching the process of code inspection. In addition,
analysts prefer learning with this method, or this method in combination with current methods.
6.2 NASA Options
Based on our conclusions, SwRI has outlined seven options for NASA to consider.
are presented in the table below along with pros and cons for each.
.
,
OPTIONS
Take the Carnegie
Mellon Course and
use it as is (DVI 7
board set).
Take the Carnegie
Mellon Course and
modify the existing
course (DVI 7
board set).
PROS
• no new software
development
• thiscourseisbetter
than nothing
could make minor
changes to the data
files of the course,
not the source code
(e.g., images, color,
en/arge "hot spots')
(non-instructional
changes)
CONS
• DVI 7 board set is
unavailable
• old technology (DVI
version)
• as is, the simulation
is cumbersome to
use
• no technical support
for the existing
software (Carnegie
Mellon)
• no technical support
for this version of
DVI hardware or
sol.'are (intel)
• DVI 7 board set is
unavailable
• old technology (DVI
version)
• as is, the simulation
is cumbenr_ome to
use
• no technical support
for consultation
(Carnegie Mellon)
• no technical support
for this version of
DVI hardware or
software (inU_)
The seven options
ESTIMATED
COST TO
IMPLEMENT
none
$25,000
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..
Port and upgrade
the Carnegie Mellon
Course to a new
system and modify
the existing course
as done in Option 2
(current DVI
hardware).
Port and upgrade
the Carnegie Mellon
Course to a new
system and modify
the course design
(current DVI
hardware).
new technology
(higher quality
version of
interactive video)
could make minor
changes to the data
files of the course,
not the source code
(e.g., images, color,
enlarge "hot spots')
(non-instructional
changes)
• new technology
(higher quality
version of
interactive video)
• improve quality of
instructional design
(e.g., more
scenarios)
• add/change content
• could replace the
expert module with
a better one
• software
development efort
(porting and
upgrading)
• no technical support
from Carnegie
Mellon to port
• limited technical
support from Intel
(regarding the old
version)
• as is, the simulation
is cumbersome to
use
• possible
compatibility
problems with the
existing expert
module and new
DVI software if the
expert module is
simply ported
• software
development efort
(porting, upgrading,
and modifying)
• no technical support
from Carnegie
Mellon to port
• limited technical
support from lntei
(regarding the old
version)
• possible
compatibility
problems with
existing expert
module and new
DVI software or
software
development effort
for new expert
module
$75,000
$100,000
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SA Create new source
_le and data flies
using this course a
a model (current
DVI hardware).
Note: _ option
5B
• new technology • major software
(higher quality development effort
ve_ of • scenario
integac_ve video) development effort
• improve qua/icy of.
instructional design
and tailor to NASA i •
:/_:i_from theex tmg.i. _. ....:..
Create new source
code and data files
usingthiscourse as
a model (current
DVI hardware).
Note: This option
involves creation of
a new simulation
(including the
natural language
interface).
• new technology
(higher quality
vm'sion of
intm-active video)
• improve quality of
instructional design
and tailor to NASA
process
• edd/chang_ content
• notdependenton
CarnegieMellonfor
support
• use lessons learned
from the existing
course
• a portion of the
instructional
development is
already done
major software
development effort
simulation
development effort
(including the
natural language
interface)
$300,000
$400,000
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. Create a totally new
course (current DVI
hardware).
• new technology
(higher quality
version of
interactive video)
• improve quality of
instructional design
and tailor to NASA
process
• not dependent on
Carnegie Mellon for
support
• use lessons learned
from existing course
• most expensive
option
• extensive software
development effort
• more instructional
design effon
involved
$500,000
6.3 SwRI Recommendation
SwRI believes this study indicates interactive video instruction combined with simulation is effective for
teaching software processes. SwRI believes either option Five A or Five B will produce the most
effective results. Options Five A and Five B are the same with the exception of the simulation. Both
options involve creation of new source code and data files, but use much of the existing content and
course design. Although both options involve a significant software development effort, many benefits
are gained. Both options incorporate new technology which will produce higher quality audio and video.
Content can be changed and added, and the quality of instructional design can be improved to tailor the
course to the NASA process. The instructional development effort is minimized by modeling the existing
course. In addition, lessons learned from the existing course can be applied to the new course. Finally,
by creating a new course, NASA is not dependent on Carnegie Mellon for support.
Option Five B includes creation of a new full simulation. SwRI recognizes that creation of a full
simulation is expensive; therefore an alternative is offered in option Five A which will provide many of
the benefits of a full simulation at a lower cost. A major strength of the simulation in the existing course
is that it gives the user scenarios to learn from. The alternative option, Five A, gives the user access to
the data base of the expert system; however, it becomes menu driven, making it easy for a user to access
specific information desired. By implementing this alternative option (Five A), creation of a new natural
language interface needed for a full simulation is also avoided. Following is a brief summary of option
Five A:
• Rework the instructional modules incorporating modifications as recommended in the following
section.
• Instead of creating a new simulation, create scenarios using full motion video. These scenarios
could be incorporated into the instructional modules, or included as a separate part of the course.
Scenarios from the existing course could be expanded and new scenarios could be created, eliminating
many of the text screens contained in the existing course. Scenarios could be developed to illustrate:
• each phase in the code inspection process
• roles on a code inspection team
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• variables affecting a code inspection meeting (e.g., individual personalities, level of preparation)
6.3. I Modification Suggestions
Both options Five A and Five B involve use of some content and design from the existing course. SwRI
suggests the following modifications be made to existing parts used, in order to meet the needs of NASA
analysts.
6.3.1.1 Content
• state the purpose of the course
• state the objectives of the course
• add content to the course per recommendations (see Appendix F)
• change content in the course per recommendations (see Appendix F)
• add steps in the model for code inspection per recommendations (see Appendix F)
• change order of steps in the model for code inspection per recommendations (see Appendix
F)
• include more full motion video scenarios to present information
• organize content more carefully (e.g., it is confusing if the producer is discussed in the
section on the moderator)
• omit the section on family and social groups and make the remaining content on groups
relevant to code inspe_ion
• provide on-line, context sensitive help
6.3.1.2 Presentation
• present content in smaller chunks within the instructional modules
• make the instructional modules more interactive (e.g., insert practice questions with feedback)
• provide summaries/reviews at the end of sections within the instructional modules
• place less text on each screen (more white space)
• choose text and background colors which make the instruction more re_able (contrast
between text and background)
• support text with audio (audio should not contradict or interfere with visuals)
• use audio consistently with each screen (or indicate there is no audio with a particular screen)
6.3.1.3 User Interface Features
• provide instructions on how to use the program (e.g., floorplan)
• provide instructions for navigating in the program (describe buttons or make them more
descriptive of their action)
• provide a method for exiting the program during introductory segments (e.g., first time
through instructional modules, library)
• give the user control over when to proceed to the next screen (consistent)
• make provisions for the learner to pause at any time and resume from that point
• place the mouse on the screen in the position where the user is most likely to click
• state the purpose of the tools and when they are available to the user
• provide more and better instruction on how to use the tools
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• provide more and better instruction on how to use the natural language interface in the
simulation
• make the simulation respond more quickly
In summary, SwRI recommends option Five A as the most instructionally effective and the most cost
effective option for incorporating process simulation training into current training efforts.
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APPENDIX A
INSTRUMENTS
(P_/POSTH_'t')

Name"
Start Time" Completion Time:
CODE INSPECTION COURSE
- Posttest -
Part 1: Definitions
Directions: Define each of the following terms.
lo Define the following roles.
A. Moderator:
B. Reader:
C. Recorder:
D. Producer:
2. Define a formal software inspection.
,
°
Define a code walkthrough.
Define a formal design review board.
5. Define a task-oriented group.
PRECEDING PAGE _LANK _',JOT FILMED
Name"
StartTime: Completion Tune:
CODE INSPECTION COURSE
- Posttest -
Part 2: Fill in the Blank
Dkections: Answer each of the following questions.
1. List the purposes of formal inspections.
2. List, in order, the stages of the formal inspection process.
3. List the benefits of the formal inspection process.
4. List the roles that participants assume during a code inspection.
. List the types of checHists that can be used before or during the code inspection.
6. List characteristics of a code inspection meeting such as length and role responsibilities.
7. List basic roles for code inspection such as constraints regarding time, roles, or purposes.
8. List behavioral bmidelines (for participants) that help code inspections succeed.
9. List the functions of formal software inspections.
10. List the functions of code walktlLroughs.
11. List the functions of formal design review boards.
12. List advantages and disadvantages of formal software inspections.
13. List advantages and disadvantages of code walkthmughs.
14. List advantages and disadvantages of formal design review boards.
15. List techniques other than formal software inspections, code walk_aroughs and formal design
review boards for assuring software quality.
16. List problems often faced by moderators in conducting a software inspection.
17. List some potential problem situations emerging from interaction within the group during
inspection.
18. List some report forms used in the forma/code inspection process.
19. List common problems within a task-oriented group.
20. List characteristics of successful task-oriented groups.
Name:
StartTime: Completion Tune:
CODE INSPECTION COURSE
- Posttest -
Part 3: Multiple Choice
Directions: Circle all correct answers. For each question there may be more than one correct choice.
lo Which of the followingpurposesapplyto formalcode inspections?
Ao
B.
C.
D.
to promote adherence to project style and rules of construction
to promote compliance with technology practices
to obtain metrics on the code producer's performance
to obtain metrics for project management and process control
. Which of the following formal stages are a part of the code inspection process7
A. planning
B. writing the code
C. reinspection
D. preparation
. Which of the following benefits are a result of the formal code inspection process?
Ao
B.
C.
D.
improves error detection
integrates developer, user, and customer feedback
improves productivity
selects solutions to sol_,.vare errors
. Which of the following tasks occur during the planning stage?
Ao
B.
C.
D.
distribute inspection packages to participants
select the moderator
select inspectors and assign roles
schedule inspection meetings
. Which of the following apply to the overview stage?
A. often led by the producer
B. confirm schedule and receipt of materials
C. education on code inspection
D. background information given on work product
, Which of the following are part of the preparation stage?
Ao
B.
C.
D.
verifies workproduct meets entry requirements
participants locate possible defects
participants gain knowledge of workproduct
participants brainstorm poss_le solutiom for defects
. Do managers assume a review role during the code inspection7
A. yes
B. no
. Which of the following may be used as a checklist either before or during the code inspection?
A. construction rules
B. style guides
C. test cases
D. metrics checklist
° Which of the following describe(s) a formal code inspection?
A°
B.
C.
D.
small peer group process
purpose is detection and correction of mflware product defects
external review process
rigorous entry and exit criteria
10. Which of the following basic rules apply to code inspection7
Ao
B.
C.
D.
management should not be present at inspections
inspections are a tool for worker evaluation
producers should not be the moderator of their own work
inspections should be limited to approximately 2 hours
1I. Which of the following guidelines apply to successful code inspections?
Ao
B.
C.
have at least one positive comment
record all issues in public
stick to technical issues
12. Which of the following involves an external group ex_g the product?
A.
B.
C.
software inspection
code walkthrough
formal design review board
13. Which of the following describe(s) a code walkthrough?
A*
B.
C.
D.
may be informal or structured
method for early defect detection
external process review
may be large or small peer groups
14. Which of the following could be a potential disadvantage to sofYware inspections?
Ao
B.
C.
D.
focuses on producer's perspective
process stifles creativity
provides early quantitative quality evaluation
provides historical error database to reduce recurrences
15. Which of the following could be a potential disadvantage to code walkthroughs?
Ao
B.
C.
D.
the timing of defect detection
collective review of possible problems
varying structure yields inconsistent results
focuses on producer's perspective
16. Which of the following could be a potential disadvantage to formal design review boards?
Ao
B.
C.
Do
integrates the developer, user, and customer perspective
seldom challenges the technical basis of design
does not furnish management visibility for approval/disapproval of proceeding to next
phase
focuses on producer's perspective
17. Whichof thefollowingindividualsisrmpomiblefor initiatingtheinspectionmeeting7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. manager
D. producer
18. In the planning stage, which individual verifies with the producer that the workproduct meets
entry criteria?
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. manager
19. Which of the following individuals is rmpomible for mmpiling and recording preparation times
from the preparation lop7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
20. In the planning stage, the producer must provide which of the following?
A.
B.
C.
D.
function descripfiom
comments
detailed design materials
support documentation
21. During the overview stage, who is the most active participant7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. record_
D. produc_
22. During the overview, which individual must be able to paraphrase the work'product for other
members7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
23. Duringtheoverview,whichindividual is respons_le for answering detailed questions for the
group regarding the work'product?
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
24. During the inspection meeting, which individual is respons_le for determining preparedness to
continue7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. manager
D. producer
25. During the inspection meeting, which individual introduces the team and states the purpose of the
meeting?
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
26. During the inspection meeting, which individual determines the disposition of the workproduct7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
27. During the inspection meeting, which individual paces the group?
A. manager
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
28. Duringtheinspectionmeeting,whichindividualnoteslocation,description,class,andtypeof
defect?
A. moden_r
B. reader
C. recordmr
D. produce_
29. Whichindividualis ultimatelyresponsiblefor keepingthemeetingaroundthedesignatedlength
of timeandfor closingthemeeting7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
30. During rework, which individual verifies that defect corrections are made7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
31. During rework, which individual is respons_le for correcting defects listed on the Inspections
Defect List7
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. produce_
32. During followup, which
report7.
A. moderator
B. r_
C. reco_
D. p_u_
individual is responsible for completing the inspection management
33. During followup, which individual is respons_le for consulting with the moderator to verify that
corrections have been completed?
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
34. Which individual is responsible for scheduling a reinspection, if necessary?
A. moderator
B. reader
C. recorder
D. producer
35. The purpose of the preparation log is:
Ao
B.
C.
D.
to record how long it took the producer to write the code to be inspected
to record how long each participant took to prepare for the inspection
to record how long the inspection meeting lasted
to record how long the moderator spent preparing for the inspection meeting
36. The purpose of the inspection defect list is:
Ao
B.
C.
D.
to provide a record of points brought up during the inspection
to provide a record of preparation done for the inspection
to identify solutions
to provide statistics about the producer's performance
37. The purpose of the code inspection summary report is:
Ao
B.
C.
D.
to provide a summary of the producer's performance
to provide a record of how long the inspection meeting lasted
to provide a summary of each individual's performance in the inspection meeting
to provide a compilation of defects passed on to the moderator
38. The purpose of the management summary report is:
A.
B.
C.
D.
a detailed report incorporating information from the code inspection summary report
a report of the inspection meeting by the producer's manager
a report to management regarding the producer's level of work
to provide a list of defects to management for review
39. Whichof thefollowingis not a sign of a good inspection?
A.
B.
C.
D.
accurate assessment of the workproduct
defects detected efficiently
solutions arrived at for defects found
cooperation between group members
0. Which of the following is not characteristic of a task-oriented group?
Ao
B.
C.
D.
members are actively involved in group problem solving
comes together to accomplish goal or task
achieves goals through effective communication
organized in an informal way
APPENDIXA
INSTRUMENTS
(ANALYST QUESq'IONNAIRE)

Name: Date:
Start Trine: Completion Time"
ANALYST Q_ONNAIRE
Directions: Circle the number corresponding to your opinion about the statement. Add
comments where appropriate.
STATF2VIENT RATING
Strongly No Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree
Overall Evaluation of the Course
I. I liked this method of instruction.
2. I prefer this method of instruction to the
way information is currently being taught.
3. This course was motivational and held my
interest.
4. I think this course has a number of strengths
that make it appealing.
I think this course has some weaknesses that
need to be overcome.
The course was too long and involved for
me.
7. I think this specific course has potential for
use at NASA.
8. I can apply the skills I have learned in this
course to my job.
I would like to see more courses of this type
offered by NASA.
.
.
.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree
No
Opinion
Strongly
Agree
Course Contertt
I. The code inspection model used in this
course is similar to what I currently use.
2. The content of this course is important /
relevant to me.
3. The purpose of this course was clear to me.
4. The course content was academically chal-
lenging for me.
. The level of detail in this course was appro-
priate for preparing me to participate in a
code inspection.
1 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Learning Effeetlvemm
1. I learned about code inspection from this
course.
. I learned more from this method of instruc-
tion than other current methods of instruc-
tion.
2
2
4
4
5
5
Instructional Presentation
1. The course captured my attention.
2. I understood what the objectives of this
course were.
3. Prerequisite skills for this course were made
clear to the user.
4. The course material was clearandwell orga-
nized.
5. Overall, enough opportunity was given for
me to practice what I learned.
6. Course feedback to me was adequate.
2
2
2
•
2
4
4
4
4
4
4
5
5
5
Strongly
Disagree
No
Opinion
Strongly
Agree
7. Course feedback to me was meaningf_d.
8. Assessment of my performance was fair.
9. Assessment of my performance was mean-
ing_.
10. Because of the method of presentation (mul-
timedia, interaction, simulation, etc.), I
believe I learned more than with current
methods for learning code inspection.
ll. Overall, I liked the method of presentation
(multimedia, interaction, simulation, etc.)
used in this course.
12. This type of course was appropriate for my
background and experience.
I 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
System CapabiHtles
1. Overall, learning how to use the course was
easy for me.
2. Specifically, learning how to use the simula-
tion was easy for me.
3. Remembering names and uses of commands
was easy for me.
4. I was frustrated during parts of the course.
5. The course speed / response was too slow /
cumbersome.
6. Letting me control where I went added value
to the instruction.
7. Graphics were interesting and effective.
8. I could understand the audio well.
1 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree
No
Op_on
Strongly
Agree
9. The quality of the video (full motion)
good.
10. The video (full motion) added value to the
course.
3
4,
4
APPENDIX A
INSTR_
(INTERVIEW Q_ONS)

Name: Date:
Start Time: Completion Time:
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
Overall Evaluation of the Course
1. Did you like this method of instruction? Why or why not?
2. Overall, what did you like most about this course?
3. Overall, what did you like least about this course?
4. What do you think the strengths of this course are?
5. What do you think the weaknesses of this course are?
Can these weaknesses be overcome?
What are some suggestions for overcoming these weaknesses?
6. Does this course have potential for use in teaching the code inspection course?
° Would you recommend this specific course be used at NASA/IBM for training analysts in the
code inspection process? Is it better than nothing?
What changes would you recommend?
Why would you make these changes?
. Would you recommend instruction similar to this course be used by NASA/IBM to teach other
content or processes?
9. What do you think would improve this course the most?
10. How would you suggest using this course?
Learning Effectiveness
1. Do you feel you learned from this course? Why or why not?
2. If yes, what specifically did you learn?
3. What changes would make this course more effective in teaching the content?
Instructional Presentation
1. What did you like best about the method of presentation of this course?
2. What did you like the least about the method of presentation of this course?
3. What parts were difficult to use? Why? Be specific.
. How does this course compare to how you currently receive instruction in the code inspection
process?
Which method do you prefer for learning?
Course Content
1. Is the content of this course relevant to you?
2. What content specifically is most relevant for you?
What content specifically is most irrelevant for you?
What content is missing that you view as relevant and should be added to the course?
3. If youusedthis course as it presently exists, what parts would you use in terms of content?
What parts, if any, would you omit in terms of content?
Other general suggestions for use?
4. How could this course content be changed to more closely fit NASA needs?
. What other content/processes do you think this type of instruction might be appropriate for? Be
specific.
6. How realistic were the video scenarios during the instructional modules?
7. How realistic were the video scenarios during the simulation?
System Capabilities
1. Did you have difficulties with any sections of the course?
If yes, what areas of the course did you have difficulty with?
Do you think these difficulties could be overcome?
What suggestions do you have for overcoming these difficulties?
. What is your opinion of the ease of use in the following parts of the course7
Auditorium:
Training Room:
Module 1 (Formal Inspections: Purpose and Process):
Module 2 (Inspections Types and Differences):
Module 3 (Inspection Roles and Pitfalls):
Module 4 (Inspections Tools and Forms):
Module 5 (InspectionsCommunications):
Library:
Conference Room (simulated code inspections):
APPENDIX A
INSTRUMENTS
(OBSERVATION FORI_

Name"
Start Time:
Date:
Completion Time:
TASK
OBSERVATION FORM
PROBLEMS/ ANALYST
DIFFICULTIES COMMENTS
OBSERVER
COMMENTS
TIME
SPENT
Code Inspection Course
Auditorium
Training Room
Module 1
Module 2
Module 3
Module 4
Module 5
Posttest (written)
Code Impection Course
Practice Inspection
Library
CodeInspection
AnalystQuestionnaire
InterviewQuestions
Posttest (written)
APPENDIXA
INSTRUMENTS
(DEMOGRAPHICDATA SIIEEW)

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Name"
Title:
Degree(s):
Computer Expertmce
1. How many years have you used computers?
2. How many hours per day do you currently use computers in your work?
3. For what applications do you currently use computers (programming, word processing, etc.)?
Programming Experim_
I. How many college level courses have you taken where you were required to write or understand
a program in a procedural programming language such as l_cal, FORTRAN, C, Ada, etc?
. How many college-level courses have you taken where you were required to write or understand
a program in the Ada progranuning language? Briefly describe your level of experience with the
Ada programming language.
. How many computer languages can you understand and program with? Please list these
languages.
Code Inspection Process
I. Have you ever participated in a code inspection before? If yes, how many?
2. How long have you been involved in the code inspection process?
3. Is code inspection part of your present job?
..
When was the last time you participated in a code inspection? What roles did you perform?
Have you ever received formal training in the code inspection process? If yes, please describe
briefly.
. Have you taken any college level courses where software engineering concepts were taught? If
yes, how many?. Please descr_e briefly.
. Have you taken any coHep level courses where software technical reviews were discussed? If
yes, how many? Please describe briefly.
General Information
I. Have you ever received training via the computer before (computer-based training)?
If yes, how many comes and for what topics?
Do you feel like it was an effective way to learn?
Did you like learning from mmputer-based tnining?
What do you feel are some strengths of computer-based training?.
What do you feel are some weaknesses of computer-based training?.
. Have you ever received any training which incorporates audio and video images? If yes, please
describe.
. Have you ever received any training which incorporates a process simulation, for example code
inspection, before? If yes, what process was taught? Please describe briefly.
APPENDIX A
INSTRUMENTS
(INSTRUCTIONAL PATH)

Name: Date:
Start Tune: Completion Tune:
NASA CODE INSPECTION INSTRUCTIONAL VALIDATION
Demographic Dam Sheet
Pretest (wriU_.n)
Code Inspection Course
1. Auditorium (8 minutes)
2. Training Room
A. Logln
B. Module 1 - Formal Inspections:
C.
D.
E.
F.
Purpose and Process (14 minutes)
Module 2 - Inspection Types and Diferences (20 minutes)
Module 3 - Inspection Roles and Pitfalls (43 minutes)
Module 4 - Impec_on Tools and Forms (14 minutes)
Module 5 - InspectionCommunications (29 minutes)
Posttest (written)
O. Practice Inspection - "Options" (choose moderator from office) (15 rain.)
Record Strengths/Weaknesses
3. Library (10 minutes for orientation and initial exploration)
4. Office (5 minutm for exploration)
5. Training Room or Library (realm occasionally)
6. Conf_ Room ('inspection of the "Find_Maximum" code) (recorder) (45 rain.)
....__Record Strengths/Weaknesses
Analyst Questionnaire
Interview Questions
Posttest (written)
NASA CODE INSPECTION INSTRUCTIONAL VALIDATION
1. "Options" (Prae/lce Inspection)
Strengths: Weakness(s:
2. "Find_Muim,--" _ _pe_o.)
Smmgths: Wmknenu:
APPENDIX B
RAW DATA
(PROGRAM FEEDBACK)

PROGRAM FEEDBACK
Analyst
3
Strengths
good use of emotional tone
never introduced irrelevant
topics
good use of emotional tone
never introduced irrelevant
topics
good job stopping tangents as
well
never introduced irrelevant
topics
good job stopping tangents
correctly expressed a minority
opinion
good participation
Weaknesses
missed the two biggest
errors in the code
hanged opinion incorrectly,
perhaps due to group
pressure
lack of input from you
(review inspection
communication module)
too passive during
inspection
missed the two biggest
errors in the code
changed opinions
incorrectly, perhaps due to
group pressure
difficulty with talk interface
too many topics left open
without a stated final
resolution
missed the two biggest
errors in the code
too many aggressive
comments

APPENDIX B
RAW DATA
(ANALYST QUESTIONNAIRE)

Name:
Start Time:
Date:
Completion Tune:
ANALYST QUESTIONNAIRE
Directions: Circle the number corresponding to your opinion about the statement. Add
comments where appropriate.
STATEMF.NT RATING
Strongly No Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Analyst Analyst Analyst
I1 12 13
Overall Evaluation of the Course
1. I liked this method of instruction.
2. I prefer this method of instruction to the
way information is currently being taught.
3. This course was motivational and held my
interest.
4. I think this course has a number of strengths
that make it appealing.
5. I think this course has some weaknesses that
need to be overcome.
6. The course was too long and involved for
me.
7. I think this specific course has potential for
use at NASA.
8. I can apply the skills I have learned in this
course to my job.
4 5 4
5 5 4
5 4
5 4 5
5 4 3
4 1
5 5 2
5 2 1
9. I would like to see more courses of this type
offered by NASA.
Course Control
1. The code inspection model used in this
course is similar to what I currently use.
2. The content of this course is important /
relevant to me.
3. The purpose of this ¢ourse was clear to me.
4. The ¢oune content was academically chal-
lenging for me.
The level of detail in this course was appro-
priate for preparing me to participate in a
code inspection.
Learning Effectlvene_
1. I learned about code inspection from this
course.
. I learned more from this method of instruc-
tion than other current methods of instruc-
tion.
Immtructienal Prmmmtien
1. The course caigured my gtmtion.
2. I understood what the objectives of this
course were.
3. Prerequisite skills for this course were made
clearto the user.
4. "I'aecourse material was clear and well orga-
nized.
Strongly No Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Analyst
#1
5
4
5
5
4
5
Analyst
02
3
1
3
4
Analyst
#3
4
4
4
4
..
7.
8.
9.
10
11
12
Overall, enough opportunity was given for
me to practice what I learned.
Course feedback to me was adequate.
Course feedback to me was meaningful.
Assessment of my performance was fair.
Assessment of my performance was mean-
ingful.
Because of the method of presentation (mul-
timedia, iateraction, simulation, etc.), I
believe l learned more than with current
methods for learning code inspection.
Overall, I liked the method of presentation
(multimedia, interaction, simulation, etc.)
used in this course.
This type of coursewas appropriate for my
background and experience.
System Capabilities
1. Overall, learning how to use the course was
easy for me.
2. Specifically, learning how to use the simula-
tion was easy for me.
3. Remembering names and uses of commands
was easy for me.
4. I was frustrated during parts of the course.
5. "l'ne course speed / response was too slow /
cumbersome.
Letting me control where I went added value
to the instruction.
.
Strongly No Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree
1 2 3 4 $
Analyst
#1
5
4
4
4
5
4
4
4
4
4
Analyst
X2
5
2
3
4
4
Analyst
#3
3
4
4
4
5
4
3
2
2
4
7. Graphics were interesting and effective.
8. I could understand the audio well.
9. The quality of the video (full motion) was
good.
10 The video (full motion) added value to the
court.
Strongly
D gree
1 2
Analyst
#1
5
5
4
No Strongly
Opinion Agree
3 4 $
Analyst Analyst
12 #3
5 4
5 4
4 4
5 4
APPENDIX B
RAW DATA
(INTERVIEW QUESTIONS)

Name: Date:
Start Time: Completion Time:
INTERVIEW Q_ONS
Overall Evaluation of the Course
Io
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Did you like this method of instruction? Why or why noO
Analyst 1: Yes
Helpful because of real examples (video)
Interesting
Allows you to practice (simulation)
Access to information in the library
Yes
Really good, definitely worth it
Needs some fine tuning
Lots better than manuals
Available (come and get what need)
Variety
More interesting
Uses more senses (multimedia, many methods)
Yes, better than manuals
Audio and video with words, get more out of it
Motion video sequence (what ifs)
. Overall, what did you like most about this course?
Analyst 1: Scenarios (video)
Analyst 2: Video examples (especially if interactive)
Analyst 3: Video segments ."
.
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Overall, what did you like least about this course?
Analyst 1: Talk too much
Too much information on the screen
Audio interferes with text on screen
User interface (mouse, consistency, prompt not clear) (should be obvious)
All pretty good
Cursormoving around
Group section
Audio doesn'talwaysfollowtext
. What do you think the strengths of this course are?
Analyst 1" Help you to remember information for longer time because of way it is presented
.Analyst 2: See #1
Analyst 3: Same as above
What do you think the weaknesses of this course are?
Analyst 1: Lots of material
No instructions on how to operate the course
Analyst 2: Group section not in code inspection context
Program is unclear if tools could be used outside of the course
Waste time learning about tools you only use for course, not in reality
Not being able to navigate to certain pans for review
Audio competes with text at times
User interface
Same as aboveAnalyst 3:
Can these weaknesses be overcome?
Analyst 1: Yes
Analyst 2: Yes, definitely, no doubt
Analyst 3: Yes
What are some
Analyst l:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
suggestions for overcoming these weaknesses?
Break up material
Summary/review at end of modules
Be able to review smaller chunks of information
Instructions on how to operate the course
Scenarios as opposed to lengthy text
Separate course on groups and include more items on effective meetings (relate
to code inspection)
. Does this course have potential for use in teaching the code inspection course?
Analyst 1: Yes
Analyst 2: Yes, definitely
Analyst 3: Yes (introduction for a new hire, reference for more experienced employees, use
to relieve first time tensions associated with code inspection)
. Would you recommend this specific course be used at NASA/IBM for training analysts in the
code inspection process? Is it better than nothing?
Analyst 1: No, needs modifications
Still better as is than no course at all
Analyst 2: Definitely bet_ than nothing, can get something out of it
What matters is if the content is right for NASA
Analyst 3: Hard to say (don't know what they do over there)
Cost is a consideration
What changes would you recommend?
Analyst 1: Change weaknesses in _5
Analyst2:
Analyst 3:
Minimal
More video (helps retain information)
User interface
Some content presented in such a way that I didn't retain it
Content (better organization or structure of content, hand hold me better through
it)
Same as #2-5
Why would you make these changes?
Analyst 1: To make class more effective
To learn more
Analyst 2: Ease of use
Analyst 3:
. Would you recommend instruction similar to this course be used by NASA/IBM to teach other
content or processes?
Analyst 1: Sure
Analyst 2: Definitely
Analyst 3: Requirements inspections
Level six test case review
.
10.
What do you think would improve this course the most'?.
Analyst I: More scenarios, examples, and video
Analyst 2: User interface
Get to sections easily and just use parts
Analyst 3: More video segments
How would you suggest using this course.'?
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2: For new hires, experienced people for review, or workstation (reference)
Analyst 3: See #6
Learning Effeetiv_css
° Do you feel you learned from this course? Why or why not?
Analyst 1: Yes
Analyst 2: Yes
Analyst 3: Yes, when took test, couldn't recall, but could recognize (multiple choice okay,
still hard on parts 1 and 2)
Too much information in too little time
, If yes, what specifically did you learn?
Analyst 1: Never knew certain things about code inspection
Roles of people
Analyst2:
Analyst3:
Notonly learned the material, but feel like I really attended a code inspection
(scenarios and instructional modules both)
General information, not details (the information is there, but it is overwhelming
and hard to get to). Important how you section information and present to people
Overall "process" of code inspection
Roles
. What changes would make this course more effective in teaching the content?
Analyst 1: Content is pretty good
Analyst 2: Need a purpose
Need objectives
Provide a course description or objective for a person so they could use or not
use (waste time)
Analyst 3: See previous question
Instructional Presentation
. What did you like best about the method of presentation of this course?
Analyst 1: Video
Library to access information
Analyst 2: Video examples (retention)
Analyst 3: Simulation (experience of being in an inspection without actually being involved
in one)
, What did you like the least about the method of presentation of this course?
Analyst 1: Coffee room & office were redundant
Don't need these rooms, can practice in training room
Analyst 2: Text screens
Audio at times detracted from video
Analyst 3: Sometimes introductions were too long (I am Wasting my time listening to this
person)
Doing the course all in one day was hard
No major complaints
. What parts were difficult to use? Why? Be specific.
Analyst I: Simulation (in general)
Something to bring back to main menu so can proceed quickly
Analyst 2: Tools
Natural language interface
Analyst 3: None really, it was pretty simple to use
Tools and natural language interface in modules, .program doesn't tell you they
are just for this training and when they will be used
4. How does this course compare to how you currently receive instruction in the code inspection
process?
Analyst1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Have never received one
On the job training
Learned lots from this course
It is a lot better than manuals
Suggest following this course up with a code inspection where you just observe
and then discussion with experienced person (the 3 go together)
Better, but weigh decisions with cost of producing training for all the areas
It's either "on the job training" or this
Don't think print base works very well at all
Which method do you prefer for learning?
Analyst 1: This course first and then on the job training
Analyst 2: Use this program, observe a code inspection, discuss with experienced person
Analyst 3:
Course Content
° Is the content of this course relevant to you?
Analyst 1: Yes
Analyst 2: No, I don't do code inspection but I did want to know
Analyst 3: No
° What content specifically is most relevant for you?
Analyst 1: Role of reviewers
Behavior guidelines
Interpersonal communication skills
Analyst 2: Group dynamics
Analyst 3:
What content specifically is most irrelevant for you?
Analyst 1: Different kinds of groups (family, social)
Analyst 2: Family and social groups (most people know this).
inspection (obvious, who cares)
Analyst 3:
Doesn't relate to code
What content is missing that you view as relevant and should, be added to the course?
Analyst l: Summary at the end of sections
Analyst 2: Active listening (use scenarios) is really important
More video examples (icon available if you want to see more videos)
More information/detail on some things
Better definitions of terms (on line glossary)
Order of content (not missing, but put in different location)
Analyst 3:
. If you used this course as it presently exists, what parts would you use in terms of content?
Analyst 1: All except those listed in the next question
Analyst 2: Depends on application (use what need)
Analyst 3:
What parts, if any, would you omit in terms of content?
Analyst l: Module 1 (information comes up later in other parts)
Tools and Forms
Analyst 2: Depends on application (use what need)
Analyst 3: Group part (family, social)
Other general suggestions for use?
Analyst 1: Don't use all at one time
Analyst 2: Let me see what I want to see and not get bogged down
Analyst 3: No
. How could this course coment be changed to more closely fit NASA needs?
Analyst 1: Don't know much about how IBM does code inspection
If were to use, would need to follow IBM guidelines
Analyst 2: Are they teaching IBM practices
Provide "what if's"
Management suggestion too stiff, not realistic
Analyst 3:
.
6.
What other content/processes do you think this type of instruction might be appropriate for? Be
specific.
Analyst 1: Communications classes
Learning a new language
Analyst 2: Anything
Training in labs can use this
Management
Development procesu_
Whole cycle
How realistic were the video scenarios during the instructional modules?
Analyst 1: Yes, they were realistic
Analyst 2: Good representations
Analyst 3: Pretty realistic, but don't like attacks on producer
° How realistic were the video scenarios during the simulation?
Analyst 1: Yes, they were realistic
Analyst 2: Never been in one, but liked the idea
Analyst 3: Okay
SystemCapabilities
. Did you have difficulties with any sections of the course?
Analyst 1: Pretty easy to use
Some problem with tools, but maybe didn't pay enough attention to module
Enough instruction in how to use tools
Natural language interface
Analyst 2: Natural language interface
Not consistent
Mouse
Should be easy and not distracting
Analyst 3: Occasional minor occurrence of what to do or click on next
No preference using either the mouse or keyboard
If yes, what areas of the course did you have difficulty with?
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Do you think these difficulties could be overcome?
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2: Yes
Analyst 3:
What suggestions do you have for overcoming these difficulties?
Analyst 1: Help button (use video and audio to provide instruction) rather than text
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
. What is your opinion of the ease of use in the following parts of the course?
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Auditorium:
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Very good introduction of course
Training Room:
Analyst 1: Some modules got a little long
Analyst 2: Would like to be able to pause and back out
Needs better initial instruction in how to navigate
Analyst3:
Definebuttonsand use consistently
Mouse interface (make hot spot bigger, position on location to click)
Easy
Some waiting for audio, but not a major problem
Module 1 (Formal Inspections: Purpose and Process):
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Module 2 ('Inspections Types and Differences):
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Module 3 (Inspection Roles and Pitfalls):
Analyst 1: Long
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Module 4 (Inspections Tools and Forms):
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Module 5 (Inspections Communications):
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3;
Library:
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Good to use
Good way to learn and get information
Good, has lots of potential
Easy to use
Would like a sort function to find things
Easy to use
Office."
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3: Easy to use
Liked tools
Tools were good
Conference Room (simulated code inspections):
Analyst 1: Not very much interaction (but not used to tools or code)
Provide chances to interact
Was short
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3: No real problem
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APPENDIX B
RAW DATA
(DEMOGRAPmC INFORMATION)

DEMOGRAPHICINFORMATION
Title: Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Associate Programmer
SSW Engineer
Software Engineer
Degree(s): Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
Computer Science
BS Mechanical Engineering
BS Electrical Engineering
Computer Experience
. How many years have you used computers?
Analyst 1: 5 years
Analyst 2: 12 years (PC's for basic technical computations and word processing)
Analyst 3: 14 years
. How many hours per day do you currently use computers in your work?
Analyst 1: 6 hours
Analyst 2: 1-2 hours per day
Analyst 3: 4 hours
. For what applications do you currently use computers (programming, word processing, etc.)?
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2: Word processing/documentation, PROFS, storyboard graphics presentations
Analyst 3: Word processing, EMail, graphics, information system
Programming Experience
. How many college level courses have you taken where you were required to write or understand
a program in a procedural programming language such as Pascal, FORTRAN, C, Ada, etc?
Analyst I: 7 classes
Analyst 2: 5-6 (Fortran and Pascal)
Analyst 3: Fortran
. How many college-level courses have you taken where you were required to write or understand
a program in the Ada programming language? Briefly describe your level of experience with the
Ada programming language.
Analyst I: None
Analyst 2: None
Analyst 3: No college level course, one week course (40 hours) on Ada
. How many
languages.
Analyst I:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
computer languages can you understand and program with? Please
Pascal, C, Cobol, LSP
Basic, Fortran, Assembler (basic programs)
Fortran, Basic, C, Ada (weak m C & Ada)
list these
Code Inspection Process
l° Have you ever participated in a code inspection before? If yes, how many?
Analyst 1: 4
Analyst 2: No
Analyst 3: No
. How long have you been involved in the code inspection process?
Analyst I: 2 months
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3: 0
. Is code inspection part of your present job?
Analyst 1: Yes
Analyst 2: Only when I need to look at code to troubleshoot a lab problem
Analyst 3: No
. When was the last time you participated in a code inspection? What roles did you perform?
Analyst 1: Spring 1992 (optional attendee: code review)
Analyst 2: Never
Analyst 3: Never
. Have you ever received formal training in the code inspection process? If yes, please describe
briefly.
Analyst 1: No
Analyst 2: No
Analyst 3: No
. Have you taken any college level courses where software engineering concepts were taught? If
yes, how many? Please describe briefly.
Analyst 1: 1 class. There is one project for the whole class. The project is broken up into
small parts so that each group is responsible for it.
Analyst 2: No
Analyst 3: No, only courses offered at work
7. IfHave you taken any college level courses where software technical reviews were discussed?
yes, how many? Please describe briefly.
Analyst 1: Software engineering, made presentations on design and code implementation
Analyst 2: No
Analyst 3: No
General Information
. Have you ever received training via the computer before (computer-based training)?
Analyst I: Yes
Analyst 2: Yes
Analyst 3: Yes
If yes, how many courses and for what topics?
Analyst 1: 1 course (Flight Control, GNC)
Analyst 2: Situational Leadership, Intro to Assembler
Analyst 3: 8 courses (GPC Synchronization, Bus Reconfiguration, PASS lLoad Recon,
Ascent Overview, GN&C, Crew SW Interface, CRT Display Overview, PASS
Architecture)
Do you feel like it was an effective way to learn?
Analyst 1: Yes
Analyst 2: Yes
Analyst 3: It was OK
Did you like learning from computer-based training?
Analyst I: Yes
Analyst 2: Yes
Analyst 3: It was OK
What do you feel are some strengths of computer-based training?
Analyst 1: Interactive, easy to review, look up terminology easy, know where you are and
testhelps to reinforce the ideas
Analyst 2: Graphics capability, flexible to personal schedule, multimedia tools can be used
Interactive sessions are great
Analyst 3: Not as boring as reading from a manual
More effective examples can be provided
What do you feel are some weaknesses of computer-based training?
Analyst 1: Slow
Analyst 2: They are only as good as the programmer makes it. The programmer needs to
clearly answer the key issues and questions. It can be limiting.
Analyst 3: Nobody to answer you questions
2. If yes, pleaseHave you ever received any training which incorporates audio and video images?
describe.
Analyst 1:
Analyst 2:
Analyst 3:
No
Yes. The Situational Leadership class was interactive and very effective. I have
also seen some multimedia Shuttle presentations and am trying to develop some
training stories on Storyboard.
No
. Have you ever received any training which incorporates a process simulation, for example code
inspection, before.'? If yes, what process was taught.'? Please describe briefly.
Analyst 1: No
Analyst 2: No
Analyst 3: No
APPENDIX C
ANNOTATED COURSE ORIF..CI2V_

OBJECTIVF_ FOR THE CODE INSPEC'TION COURSE
Advanced Learning Technologies Project
Software Engineering Institute
Carnegie Mellon University
All items in bold were provided as objectives by Carnegie Mellon University; other information was
added by SwRI after reviewing the program.
TRAINING ROOM OBJEC'HVF.S
Overall Training Objective:
To provide skills and knowledge that software engineers will need to conduct successful soRware
inspections within the interactive system that will transfer into real-life inspection environments, to
efficiently use the resources and tools within the DVI system, and to experience ease in using the system
for learning enjoyment.
Module 1 Objectives - Formal Inspections: Purpose and Process
The Software Engineer will be able to:
1. Describe the purpose of formal inspections.
A. Set a standard of excellence
B. Promote correctness and completeness
C. Promote adherence to project style and rules of construction
D. Promote compliance with technology practices
E. Provide structured ways to view product systematically
F. Obtain metrics for project management and process control
2. Identify the stages of the formal inspection process.
A. Planning (assigning tasks)
B. Overview (communications/education)
C. Preparation (education)
D. Inspection (find errors)
E. Reporting (reporterrors)
F. Rework (fix errors)
G. Follow-Up (ensure correct fixes)
H. Reinspect (find final errors)
3. Describe the benefits of the formal inspection process.
A. Cost savings
B. Improve error detection
C. Reduce cost to customer
D. Improve productivity
E. Increase product knowledge
F. Improve process control
. Describe the role of planning and preparation in the inspection process.
A. Planning
- workproduct meets entry criteria
- moderator selected
- decision on overview
- inspectors selected and assigned roles
- overview and inspection me.tings scheduled
B. Overview Session
- often led by producer
- educational for team
- background information given on work product
C. Preparation
- workproduct must be thoroughly reviewed prior to inspection meeting
- individual preparation to locate possible defects and gain knowledge of workproduct
. List the review roles assumed during the inspection.
A. Moderator
B. Reader
C. Producer
D. Recorder
61. List the types ot checkIlsts that can be used betore, during the inspection and for foIlowup.
A. Rules of Construction
B. Correctness Checklist
C. Style Checklist
D. Metrics Checklist
E. Technology Checklist
* Additional Information
Definition of an inspection:
- a small peer group process whose purpose is the detection and correction of sottware product defects
-rigorousentryand exitcriteria
- a formal procedure for identification, report and rework of workproduct defects
Characteristics of an inspection meeting:
- no more than 2 hours
- initiated by moderator
- preparation times recorded
- reader guides the group
- producer helps identify defects
- recorder records defects on InsPection Defect Log
Basic rules for Code Inspections:
- management should not be present at inspections
- inspections are not a tool for worker evaluation
- producers should not be moderator, reader, or recorder on their own work
- checklists of questions can be used to define the task and stimulate defect finding
- inspections should be limited to 2 hours
- producers should not spend more than 259t of their time in inspection-related duties
Guidelines for Successful Code Inspections:
- be prepared
- be willing to associate and communicate
- have at least one positive comment
- find defects, not solutions
- stick to the standard or change it
- do not use derogatory language
- record all issues in public
- evaluate the product, not the producer
- stick to the technical issues
- keep accurate statistics
Module 2 Objectives - Inspection Types and Differences
The Software Engineer will be able to:
. Discriminate betweea inspections, walkthroughs and design reviews/audits.
- Software Inspection: small group process whose purpose is the detection & correction of
software product defects.
- rigorous entry & exit criteria
- process management tool for improving quality
- Internal Walkthroughs: a dynamic presentation of a software product usually presented by the
developer of the sottware to a peer group for the purpose of improving the quality of the
work product.
- vary in format from very informal to structured reviews
- Formal Design Reviews/Audits: an agent external to the process being examined.
- insures proper validation
- insures that producing intended results
e Describe the different functions of formal impectiom, walkthroughs and design reviews/audits.
- Software Inspection:
- small trained peer group
- specific formal agenda
- specific roles
- function to identify, classify, & report defects
- process control tool
- rigorous entry/exit product criteria
- product examined at defined checkpoints
- Internal Walkthroughs:
- large or small peer groups
- informal to structured
- early defect detection
- educational support
- Formal Design Reviews/Audits:
- external process review
- customer, user, & developer usually involved
- affirms or negates status of product
- not used for defect detection
o Compare the dlffm'_ees between impecflon and walkthrough procedures.
- Software Inspection
- Advantages
- formality yields comistent results
- early quantitative quality evaluation
- historical error database to reduce recurrences
- Disadvantages
- keyed to developer's viewpoint
- Internal Walkthroughs
- Advantages
- collective review and detection of defects
- early detection of defects
- Disadvantages
- varying rigor yields inconsistent results
- little "corporate memory" to reduce recurrences
- Formal Design Reviews/Audits
- Advantages
- integrate developer, user, and customer views
- furnish management visibility for approval or disapproval of proceeding to next phase
- Disadvantages
-seldom challengetechnicalbasisof design
- not effective for quality evaluations
, List other techniques for assuring software quality.
A. Automatic Tools Checking
B. Team Leader Checking
C. Simulation
D. Prototyping
E. Unit, Subsystem, and System Testing
Module3 Objectives- InspectionRolesandPitfalls
TheSoftwareEngineerwill beableto:
1 Describe the roles of moderator, reader, recorder and producer in formal inspections.
A. Moderator
- responsible for verifying entry and exit criteria
- making sure everyone is prepared and contributing
- making sure reviewers do not go off on tangents during the inspection
- making sure that the focus of the inspection remains on the code and not the producer
B. Reader
- responsible for letting everyone know what is being discussed
- pacing the meeting
- introducing and summarizing the next piece of code to be discussed
C. Recorder
- responsible for writing down defects found during the inspection
- classifying errors according to predelined categories
- noting action items to take care of al_ the review is complete
D. Producer
- writer of the code being inspected
- answer any specific questions about the code
- present information about the code without getting defensive when the code is questioned for
defects
o Describe special probimm often faced by moderators in conducting a software inspection.
A. Attack on producer
B. Moderator dominates
C. Followup communications
D. Pitfalls
3, Describe in detail the roles of the numqer, moderator, reader, recorder and producer at each
step in the formalized inspection process.
A. Planning
1. Manager
- involved
2. Moderator
- selected from unrelated project by producer or first line manager
- verifies with producer that workproduct meets entry criteria
3. Reader
4. Recorder
5. Produoer
- entry criteria
- clean oompile/aw_nbly with time tags
- functions desa'iptions and comments
- detailed design materials
- change request (if appropriate)
- support documentation
S.
C*
Do
Overview
1. Manager
2. Moderator
- schedules meetings
- makes physical arrangements
- sends notice of meeting time and place
- makes sure all members get materials needed for preparation
- gets confirmation of members' acceptance of schedule and receipt of materials
3. Reader
- must be familiar with workproduct so as to be able to paraphrase the workproduct in detail
4. Recorder
- education regarding workproduct
- learn classification of defects
5. Producer
- assemble pertinent documentation
- presents and educates group regarding work-product
- producer provides tutorial on specialized design or implementation technique
Preparation
I. Manager
2. Moderator
- study work'product
- note defects
3. Reader
- study the workproduct and specifications documents
- organize a strategy for paraphrasing the  rkproduct
4. Recorder
- study the work'product
- identify defects
5. Producer
-review workproduct prior to inspection meeting
Inspection Meeting
1. Manager
2. Moderator
- introducesteam
- states purpose of the meeting
- checks for changes in baseline
- checks all materials provided
- records preparation times
- determines preparedness to continue
- keeps group on target and meeting objectives
- determines disposition of work-product
3. Reader
- paces the group and guides the group by paraphrasingthe code
- keeps track of location of issues and refocuses group on relevant parts of product
- reader knows work'product and paraphrases segments
4. Recorder
- notes location, description, class, and type of defect
- recorder needs technical awareness of workproduct
- needsgood judgment and ability to classifydefects
- all issues must be recorded completely and accurately
5. Producer
- participates as a reviewer and raises issues about the workproduct
- acts as an inspector and identifies defects
- adopts non-defensive attitude
E. Reporting
1. Manager
2. Moderator
- closes inspection meeting (if pass)
3. Reader
4. Recorder
- all issues must be recorded completely and accurately
- fills out inspection defect list
5. Producer
F. Rework
I. Manager
- involved
2. Moderator
- verifies defect corrections made
3. Reader
4. Recorder
5. Producer
- performs rework
- corrects defects listed on the Inspections Defect List
- producer along with moderator helps resolve open issues
G. Followup
1. Manager
2. Moderator
- completes inspection management report
3. Reader
4. Recorder
5. Producer
-producerconsultswith moderatortoverifythatcorrectionshave been completed
- moderator handles reporting to management that corrections are complete
H. Reinspection
1. Manager
2. Moderator
- schedules reinspection (same u rescheduling the initial impec_ion)
- completes physical arrangement
- sends notice time and place
- provides materials
- inspectors confirm schedules
3. Reader
- attends when scheduled
4. Recorder
- attends when scheduled
5. Producer
- participates as an inspector of the workproduct
- producer helps locate final errors
o Identify the checklists and forms used by each participant in the formal inspection process.
Forms"
A. Preparation Log
- completed by all inspectors and given to the moderator as a record of the preparation done for
the inspection
B. Inspection Defect List
- completed by the recorder during the inspection as a record of points brought up during review
C. Code Inspection Summary Report
- completed by the recorder following the inspection from data collected in the inspection defect
list; passed on to the moderator when finished
D. Management Summary Report
- completed by the moderator following the inspection, incorporating information from the Code
Inspection Summary Report; given to management when finished
5, Discriminate among potential problem situations emerging from interaction within the group
during inspection.
Helpful Hints (moderator) (What if):
- a quiet person hasn't spoken yet?
- someone talks too much?
- someone is too aggressive?
- everyone isn't prepared?
- someone tries to rush through the inspection?
- someone has really been obstructive during the inspection?
- the meeting drifts into irrelevant subjects or unnecessary detail?
- you haven't assembled the materials needed for the inspection team?
- the product being inspected isn't very good?
- a good inspection wasn't obtained?
- etc. (4 screens)
. Identify with the "model behavior* of each participant in the inspection.
Key Responsibilities:
A. Manager
- Planning
- Rework
B. Moderator
- Overview
- Preparation
- Code InspectionMeeting
- Reporting
- Follow-up
- Reinepection
C. Reader
- Overview
- Preparation
- Code Inspection Meeting
- Reinspection
D. Recorder
- Overview
- Preparation
- Code InspectionMeeting
Eo
- Reporting
- Reinspection
Producer
- Overview
- Preparation
- Code Inspection Meeting
- Rework
- Follow-up
- Reinspection
* Additional Information
A Good Inspection:
- accurate assessment of the workproduct
- defects detected emciently
Disposition Categories:
- Pass (meets exit criteria)
- Does Not Pass (rework, reinspect)
Defect:
- non-compliance with a product specification or document standard
- defect classes (Fagan)
M - Missing (material called for in specs, but not included)
E - Extra (exceeds specifications)
W - Wrong (material _ present, but contains flaw)
- generic set of defect classes
DE - design error
IN - interface
DA - data
LO - logic
PF - performance
I0 - input/output
CC - code comment
ST - standards
DC - documentation
SN - syntax
Module 4 Objectives - Inspection Tools and Forms
The Software Engineer will be able to:
. Demonstrate the use of the computer tools (debugger, code analysis, and notetaklng) for
analyzing a piece of Ada code.
Code Inspection Tools:
- hypertext tools
- help consistency checking between documents
- keep track of notes
- code debugger tools
- help check correctness of ADA code
- enable better understanding of the code to be inspected
2. Prepare for the simulated code inspection by analyzing and taking notes on an Ada code sample.
. Describe how checklists and report forms are used before, during, and in follow-up to the
formal inspection process.
Checklists:
- rules of construction
- correctness checklist
- style checklist
- metrics checklist
- technology checklist
Report Forms:
- preparation log
- inspection defect list
- code inspection summary report
- management summary report
4. Demonstrate use of the recording form and summary form.
, Describe the process for notifying team members about the review when assuming the role of
moderator.
- schedules meetings
- makes physical arrangements
- sends notice of meeting time and place
- makes sure all members get materials needed for preparation
- gets confirmation of members' acceptance of schedule and receipt of materials
. Describe the process for accessing the computer tools within the "olike" enviromnent at Ultimeg.
- use tools in office and training room
- pop-up menu (let_ mouse button)
- move/resize window (right mouse button)
* Additional Objectives (from Carnegie-Mellon)
7. Appreciate the value of software inspections as an effective technique for improving software
quality.
8. Acknowledgetheimportanceof inspectingsoftwareasanorganizationalapproach to cost
reduction and improved productivity.
9. Value the impact of controlling for software techniques.
Module 5 Objectives - Inspection Communications
The Software Engineer will be able to:
1. Demonstrate the use of the interface tool for communicating with the simulated inspections
group,
Task Interface Summary (Conversational Interface)
Purpose: to create a sentence to say to the other reviewers during a code inspection
Consists of:
- talk menus - sentence window
- code window - emotions icons
- specifications window - reviewers icon
- notes window
- To enter the talk interface, click a mouse button while another reviewer is talking. You will given
a prompt that you will be given the floor shortly.
- To exit the talk interface, click the mouse on the image of the reviewers.
- The code being inspected, specifications for this code, and your notes about the code are accessible
via text windows in the talk interface.
- Remember that if you need assistance while in the talk interface, you can always access the help
icon.
2. Show how the attitudinal attributes (Icons and phrases) are selected and used for effective
emotional context in communication with the simulated group.
Icons: blue - yellow (neutral) - red
Phrases: carry attributes
3. Recognize the existence of group experience within his/her own life pattern.
4. Accept the importance of group dynamics as a human interactive communications skill.
Define what a group is and why we function as groups.
- its membership can be defined
--it possesses a group consciousness
- it possesses a shared sense of purpose
- its members have an interdependence in the satisfaction of their needs
- interaction among the members is evident and the group is able to act in a uniting manner
- interaction and communications are necessary in order to reach the shared goal, and decisions must
be agreed to by at least a majority of the members of the group
o Identify common problems within a task-oriented group.
- "detrimental conflict"
- types of members
- aggressive
- silent
- abusive
- rambling
- snapping (witty)
e Discriminate between • social group and • task-oriented group.
Types of Groups:
- social
- organized in an informal way
- main purpose is social in nature
- family
- nucleus for learning, love, trust, intimacy, acceptance and self-worth
- forms the basis for behaviors
- rusk-oriented
- achieves goals through effective communication
- participants more likely to accept decision results because they were actively involved in the
group problem solving
- comes together to accomplish goal or task
- heart of any effective orgmxization
e Identify the characteristics of • successful task-orimted group meeting and how these same
characteristics apply to the formalized software inspection.
- company policy
- meeting has structure and agenda
- preparation done prior to meeting
- effective interpersonal communication
- no interruptions
- focus for conclusions and follow-up
9. Recognize the non-verbal and verbal messages which signal problems within a group meeting.
10. Use group process skills to effectively communicate with the simulated members of the
inspections group.
* Additional Objectives (from Carnegie-Mellon)
11. Examine the positive and negative aspects of his/her participation in the simulated inspection,
and determine the aspects of his/her role which influenced the inspection outcome, through
review of the feedback presmted during the inspection simulation as well as from the follow-up
progress report.
, ManagerTrack Objectives
TheManagerwill beableto:
1. Identify theroleof themanagerin the inspectionprocess.
2. Describethepurposeof formal inspections.
3. Identify the stages of the formal inspection process.
- Module 1, Question 2
e
e
e
e
e
9.
Cite the advantages of inspection versus walkthroughs.
- Module 2, Question 3
Describe the way in which inspection data can be used in future software development
planning.
Identify the key features of formal
reduction.
- Module 1, Question 3, etc.
inspections that contribute to cost savings and error
Cite the studies that support the use of formal inspections within organizations.
- see library articles
Describe a process for implementing formal inspections within an organization.
Describe the key philosophical aspects of implementing inspections within an organization.
System Use Objectives (from Carnegie Mellon)
1. Independently access all resources within the code inspection course, including the library,
training room, and context-sensitive help system.
2. Effectively analyze the code and type in defects ideas into the notes window, for later retrieval
during the inspection simulation.
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Advanced LMrnlng Technologies Project
8oftwam Engineering Instltute
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TRAINING ROOM OBJECTIVES
Training Room Modules Objectives Draft #3
April 7.1989
Over All Training Objective
To provide skills and knowledge that software engineers will need to
conduct successful software inspections within the interactive system
that will transfer into real life inspections environments, to efficiently
use the resources and tools within the DVI system and to experience ease
in using the system for learning enjoyment.
Module I Objectives -- Formal Inspections: Purpose and Process
The Software Engineer will be able to:
1. Describe the purpose of formal inspections
2. Identify the stages of the formal inspection process
3. Describe the benefits of the formal inspection process
4. Describe the role of planning and preparation in the inspection process
5. List the review roles assumed during the inspection
6. List types of checklists that can be used before, during the inspection
and for follow-up
Training Room Modules Objectives Draft #3
Al3ril 7, 1989
Module 2 Objectives -- Inspections Types and Differences
The Software Engineer will be able to:
1. Discriminate between inspections, walkthroughs and design
reviews/audits
2. Describe the different functions of formal inspections, walkthroughs
and design reviews/audits
3. Compare the differences between inspection and walkthrough
procedures
4. List other techniques for assuring software quality
Training Room Modules Objectives Draft #3
April 7 1989
Module 3 Objectives m Inspection Roles and Pitfalls
The Software Engineer will be able to :
1 Describe the roles of moderator, reader, recorder and producer in
formal inspections
2 Describe special problems often faced by moderators in conducting a
software inspection
3 Describe in detail the role of the manager, moderator, reader, recorder
and producer at each step in the formalized inspection process
4 Identify the checklists and forms used by each participant in the
formal inspection process
5 Discriminate among potential problem situations emerging from
interaction within the group during inspection
6 Identify with the "model behavior" of each participant in the
inspection
Training Room Modules Objectives Draft #3
April 7, 1989
Module 4 Objectives -- Inspections Tools and Forms
The Software Engineer will be able to:
1. Demonstrate the use of the computer tools (debugger, code analysis,
and notetaking) for analyzing a piece of Ada code
2. Prepare for the simulated code inspection by analyzing and taking
notes on an Ada code sample
3. Describe how check lists and report forms are used before, during, and
in follow-up to the formal inspections process
4. Demonstrate use of the recording form and summary form
5. Describe the process for notifying team members about the review
when assuming the role of moderator
6. Describe the process for accessing the computer tools within the
"office" environment at Uitimex
Training Room Modules Objectives Draft #3
April 7, 1989
Module 5 Objectives w Inspections Communications
The Software Engineer will be able to:
1. Demonstrate the use of the interface tool for communicating with the
simulated inspections group
Show how the attitudinal attributes (icons and phrases) are selected
and used for effective emotional context in communication with the
simulated group.
Recognize the existence of group experience within his/her own life
pattem
Accept the importance of group dynamics as a human interactive
communications skill
.
o
=
5. Define what a group is and why we function as groups
6. Identify common problems within a task-oriented group
7. Discriminate between a social group and a task-oriented group
8. Identify the characteristics of a successful task-oriented group
meeting and how these same characteristics apply to the formalized
software inspection
9. Recognize the non-verbal and verbal messages which signal problems
within a group meeting
10. Use group process skills tO effectively communicate with the
simulated members of the inspections group
Training Room Modules Objectives Draft #3
April 7, 1989
Manager Track Objectives
The Manager will be able to:
1. Identify the role of the manager in the Inspections Process
2. Describe the purpose of formal inspections
3. Identify the stages of the formal Inspection process
4. Cite the advantages of Inspections versus Walkthroughs
5. Describe the way in which Inspections data can be used in future
software development planning
6. Identify the key features of formal inspections that contribute to cost
saving and error reduction
7. Cite the studies which support the use of formal inspections within
organizations
8. Describe a process for implementing formal inspections within an
organization
9. Describe the key philosophical aspects of implementing inspections
within an organization.
APPENDIX E
CARNEGIE MELLON CODE INSPECTION MODEL

Coae Inspections Moaels
Advanced Leamlng Technologies Simulation
The InsoectlonF Process
Planning
Preparation
Entry Cdteda
Conduct
Exit Cdterkl
Reporting
Follow-up
w
Defined Roles In th9 Simulation
Differermes described in roles between the ALT project and other models
are primarily due to the interface issues
,R
Manager - receives reports, manages follow-up
Producer - produces product, s4d_ies entry criteria, explains pmcluct.
contn'butesas inspector, reworks product
Moderator - verifies enby criteria via E-mail, schedules meeting via
E-mail, provides meeting notice and materials (checklists) via E-mall to
team, conducts overview, prepares for revlew as any other inspector,
directs inspection, handles final disposition of the meeting, completes
summary report, sends report to manager via E-mail
Recorder - prepares for review as any other inspector, records defects,
records issues, raises issues, provides defect log to moderator .
Reader - prepares for review as any other inspector, guides team by
pacing the examination of the material, paraphrases material, raises
issues --
Reviewer (All 4 people listed above- producer, moderator,
recorder, meder) - responsible for effective participation
Review Sequencln a
The code provides the main mechanism for sequencing the review
discussion. Checklists wnl be available for the prepm_tJon process.
Entry and exit criteria will be checked during the simulation. Recording
logs and summary reports _11 be constructed as templates.

APPENDIX F
IBM COMPARISON OF OBJECTIVES AND CODE INSPECTION MODELS

ORIG!NAL _'; '-'_" _
OF POOR QUALITY
-r,nm: GF,_.' --HOLIv_[_SCC
......--- --VMq pFH'CII I
Date and tiptoe C4 i- ZZ 12: _-L:-_"
jelq__.:-J_.,= +_-!.eresponse to the two aetion__ __.__':_by mid April. if there i_
__....," addie_,r,ai_..... in;o:matien th_ ÷_ _s. needed, plea=__s :entact me.
She_J.ld [ h= ,_,_ ,-.; e._= ._;_i._e: _niease _eel free to use _h_ _==-'=_ _=--='==-
to rea-h me withou'.t playing "phone tag".
=,_v,_est: Rep-y To Action On instructional Tool For Inspections
Z3"!_/_2 _ieeting with FDSD, Southwest Research Institute,
and IBM t.9 dome tool developed by Carnegie Mellon using
DARPA funds.
__ , , .
r- --
Thi_ memo cempietes the following:
(!) Evaluate the Carnegie Mellon Objectives
r2) Evaluate the IBM inspection process model described by
Carnegie Mellon
Evalu_ate the Carnegie Mellon Objectives Per The Cede Inspection Course
i. Additional items need te be added under "Describe the purpose of
4_-=ai inspections". These additional items are:
-- Z__i_ are per_rmeo with the expectation that all e_rors _un_
-,_LII te _errected before they are propagated t_ further prod_ct_
-- D_%i pre0uce_ is used Zer process improvement (in aedition to
Drcje.zt menagement aqd process control).
-'. '_,=--=i,-=-,._1 items need to be added u,._oer "IdentiTy the stage=, e; f_mg!
i- =.r,=, _ . =-__5.ges .__._-e:___c--,mr, pr_ce__s. These additio._,.9.!
Ec,tc.,, _It=_cia (prior te F'!an.qing), T_r.spections mJ__st satisfy a
_--el __-: meastir__bl= =utions that must be _-ompZete before each type
c- i_spec__ion e__n take place.
--_ b_---- _ r-% ........ ._-- . r_r- b -_r%--"
-- =,--..... -_._o.g E_rc, rs ,.'.after the Repe-,-':ing, it, p_l_ei with R_ _ ........ J
---'-'lc'._'-Up, I; errors are dis.z_ve_-ef it. the product after the inspe,-_÷_ior .
........__=..:_ i= .-ompiet=, .........but pric r to .-_he p-_-.d_,,-* oeing d_Zivered t._ or,=
= _ <e_p is i _ p- _=__,_ _=._, it. the orocess, ..... . _c_s-:___ ,_hmn an irspe,_-uinn Dr_ _ S .... :
...., ,_--.u__,-(rethe information c..-_these e_-r__,,-s the same as if they ha ._J been
.:-sc__'_,ered eL,ring the inspection meetir,_. Errors found aTte_ the
ir:spect _ ._,_.n meeting are either corrected primr to delivery of the prec_,,-t
t-_. t-,e ne_t step in the pr,D__ess, or eise _rmal Problem Report5 _gainst
- - -=.e entered in the C_onfigur_=,ti.o,.-: Mamaqement system,
-- E it -'-!retie (after ,=:e-lnspecticn). !r.spection process must satisfy
_=e,_ ,-,f measur_bie actions before deveiepment can proceed to the nex +
step ir_ the software engineering prices=. These actions shall insure
_hat eli major errors have been ,zor_-ected, cJr documented via formal
='_-ohieros _'_po-'÷ =
7_ A,zdzti::r, al item needs te be added under "Descries the benefits of the
4e,-mai inspection process" The item is:
=_.-.,,ide _ear immediate feedback to the preens- developing the w-_u ....
,J.nder inspections e_ escapes that are occurring. This information
=.i=._-_= v=r.,.,._., _-=_id.--- process improvement T_,.,-_.... _he prier proc_=s.
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&. Scdz +'on_=.- _ _=,T,=__=_._,d e.-, _,= =_,_ed ,,r.,_r "De-=or _be the -i= -.:
plar, ni-_; and preparation iF, the i_spectior_ pt-o,-_==--F'lar,_i-,g"
T_e 9dditiona! item_ ere:
i_._pecticc, meetin._ so _ *,-, c,n. =..:_,_ the _ _,-:,_ .T,==_ _- _- _.= : .,_'._
-- ......... _ ,,_== . __se qi _i i'D'- q_,-_ SL.C,Zm__=-_-[eter_in= all _r,=p,e,-,_o_= 'ib.... support _ =_.-= _ _ ,
.-,;_:the_ _==*i_.,__._,,.= and identi;Y:. F_nse_::...............inspec*n _-= .=,.-s mar.d__t,-,_-.-.J,-,r _-_=
i c_=D=_-t i _-,c,meeting.
-- .i=.=_,e.-tic.r,,_,=_eting=_. sha:l be scheduled fa_- eric.ugh iF, the _._t_'-= tc
• _ ....... pe__i-,-_,v-'at least t_e minimum l_d time defiF.ed by the i_ =,- -__ic,-,
5. Additional item _eeded to. be added under "Describe the role ,_
_ ......._ _l_g aoQ preparation in __..........inspection prnr_=¢----Pr_para*i,Dn"
The _dditior, ai item is:
-- Ai! errors shall be documented ÷or presentation during the meeti_g_
6. Additional items _eeded to be added under "List the review roles assumed
during the inspection". Also, one role is not required.
The _-ole not required:
-- Kecorser (Errors are documented prior to inspection meeting by-
inspectors, collected by moderator. Moderator responsible _or
producing final report, including summary oT actions.).
Additional roles needed:
-- _eer
-- Representative Trom a previous step in the s/w engineering process
<i.e.: requirement-= analysts Tot design/code inspection).
-- Rep_esemtative form the next step in the s/w engineering prccess
i.e.. i_teg_ation er independent test for design/code inspections.
............ Feces,ted under "L_St the types n; checkli_*=
.....e% _ - __. _ durinc _he inspection _nd #_r _o!iow-up"
Z'_L_IC De presented it, a number 04 ways. Checklists should promote
s!=31-,,_ t_,e _i_owi_g general types oT errors:
--- Z'9.t
-- F_squirements compi lance
-- Logic
-- Standards compliance
-- =er_orman_e
-- Readability
= ?,,_,_r_= Wl*_ the #o!Iowing characteristic-= u.nder "Characteristlr=
o# am inspection meeting":
recorder records de#sets on Inspection Defect Log
(would simply say that moderator is respmnsib;e Tot defects to De
,-e_rded on Inspection DeTect Log).
aa_itional item needed to be added under "Basic rules for Co_e
i_spection.=". The additional item is:
-- Team _ inspectors owns the product a÷ter the inspection and
are jointly responsible #or all errors not detected. Quality ownershi_
trans;ers from producer to inspection team at the end o# the inspectior
meeting.
i@. Disagree with item under "Module 2 Objectives,
item T Compare the differences between inspection and waiktnrough
procedures, - Software Inspections, - Disadvantages".
-- a? in_zticr, doe-= not hove to be keyed to developer's viewpoint.
OF _'OOR QUALIT:_"
:'roper inspections will have other organization roles rspre_epts._
other than the developer.
ii. A._ditiona! items needed to be adde_ _-nder Module 3 Objectives,
item i.A Modera.to_ role description. The additi_nai items are"
-- Do__-Ltment and classify errors
-- Dispo-ition errors as to action to be taken
-- As-_igr, e_rors disp_sitioned for corre,_-tion to the author
I : • -
-- .,eri#'/ pe_sor,-ai _.y or by d_l_0m*_ mr. _hmt all _r,-ors disposi*_ on
÷_ _'E __ _?-e ......
.;__ Eo--_ _i,-,n _r_,_lly corre._-ted prior to _auth,_-.rizl=,g _ i..,e_,,.
*,- +h_. r.e;-t step in the soft_are engineering p-2cess.
12. r:_sautes_ wi__:_ r_i=.... ._ Recorder under Module ",, Item i .C. These act _=mi__:_
_=_-.=... per_c,-med :-,- _..........,-n mhination ,-,_ in-pectors (records errors f___,,mH.....Z
o,_-ya_-a_ior.> and moderator (records errors found real time in iqspecti.__n
meetim_. ,zo! l_,-*= _.ther recorded errors, and prepares summary meetimg
-r- -- --- •
C. ZF_ r<_OL_I_ _ item 3, impacted by previous comments, especially expanded
mods_-ator role, a_ditional roles, and deletion of recorder role.
!4. im M_dule 3, Ztem 4, the data required is insufficient. Refer to-Section
3.6 Required Date of the Software Inspection Process Standard produced
via SQA Standards RTOP under this contract (Southwest Research Institute
shoL_!d have been given a copy of this document previously).
i_. i_ _',_o,_ 3, Item 6, impacted by previous comments, especially expanded
m_dera_=r ,Die, additional roles, and deletion of recorder role.
!o. in :-!o_L_ie E, should also acknowledge the importance of inspecting soft,are
as .mr o_g_r_zzational approach to ensuring process stability improvement.
Evs-_se t_e Carnegie _ei!on Code inspection Model For IBM/FSD/Houstom
_. --__=== =,__ps adeqL_ate. Exit criteria should be last. Missing items
ilL÷ _-e-_o,-k_ post meeting errors, _olle_tion of inspectio_ meeting
_-sp_r_s_ submission of summary data to database, extraction of reports
:To_ d_ta_ass, summary metri_ data, FAC!/CI summary data, etc.
Z= ;J_ds:- t=_,- "Defined Roles":
-- Manager: Multiple managers involveo. Development manager assigns
individual to work a partic_!ar change instrument (Change
Request,CR, or Discrepancy Report (DR)). Verification and
Requirements Analysis m_nage-s maintain lists that relate
responsible individual to specific requirements. Librarian
contacts assigned individual when inspection package is
received. Manager involved only in special situations
<excessive workload, illness, etc.)
All managers of individuai_ participating in the inspection
re_eive reports on Major Errors discovered.
Development manager signs off as part of promotion (i.e.,
formal submission to configuration controlled library
process via Configuration Management Data Base controlled
bL_iid process).
-- =_od'_.=sr _autnor): Disagree with "does unit level testing prior to
inspe,:tion" Unit testing (currently called development
ORIGINAL PAGE =S
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and in parallel with setting up the inspection, distribi_ti: _
of materials, and_ preparafion_ for the inspection m_e_ir==_ =
by the moderator and other inspectors. Depending e_ the
timing for a specific change/inspection, unit tests m_y
have been exesuted. However, the ideal situation _o'__Id
be for the inspecti,_n meeting to occ.ur prier t_ executing
uniE tests.
-- r.!_.derat__,r•
_he single most important role. P'rimary rc!e is to
addr_= unique issues, control the meeting, insure res___!ts
are recorded, insure correction actions are asslg_ed,
insure correction actions are complete, and that the code
inspected is ready for promotion via build process.
Responsible to insure that the source promoted to the
configuration controlled library via build process is
identical to that inspected (if no correction), or the
version reviewed to insure all corrections were done
correctly.
NOTE: Moderator does not have to be from the organization
of the Producer. Moderator Poe! includes Producers,
Requirements Analysts, and Independent Verifiers.
Moderators must have special education.
-- Librarian: Performs para technical tasks including:
-- arranges the inspection meeting time and place,
including making sure inspectors and moderator
san support
-- elevates any scheduling issues to moderator
-- schedules inspection room and distributes mate_-ials
-- post inspection meeting (a_ter build inputs ha,.,e been
_.,b_itted_, zil==__- meeting resords.
-- _= _'=y in_rma*ion in database
-- produces reguiar and spe.zial request reports from daEabas_
---- _e_rder: Role does not exist. Individual inspectors _repare e_-ror
des:riptions prior to meeting. Moderator responsible fo _
re_ording issues discovered real time in meeting, p!L_s ali
s_mmary reports.
-- Designer/Tester: Confusion of these roles. Generally, the Proou_e_-
is the Designer, so this is not a uniqbe role. Tester
doing un_t_ test,rig_ would normally be addressed _-s _-.
Peer.
-- Independent Tester: The independent detail verifier brings a
"non-development/outsider" view a_d objectivity to the
inspection process. Acts as a reviewer (May also have
another role, e.g., reader).
--- C_nsumer: For design/code inspection, this role is occasionally
performed by member= the Test and Operations team.
However, normally, thii function is performed by the
Requirements Analyst.
Per design/code inspections, no manager or non-IBM
contract personnel are allowed to participate in the
inspection process. Note that excludes the NASA
customer (PDSD_. !n_!uded are !BM'ers and IBM subco_tr_.ztor
_.=,ersonr,e: . !ns__,:= _ process for desion,":ooe_ p,--.,____..... _
b./ eub=ontractor personnel or IBM personnel _ =._e_te:
_o_ iden*_cai__ .oro:==--s.
-'_- a= i ',.,.'_-i_.-:+i_, -== !m=___ect,i_= the r_.n=. ,___-
_--,le !=- 4iii__d by th= NASA .-usto.m._r <FDSD per-son:_ei.
_,a n_her non-TBM par:i_ipants like ......" (or _,__r.TB,_
.-. ,+ra_+,_._s) (celled principle__n_. _ ... requ:.irements ,_-,wners
Tunction o_-_ner s'., .
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VALIDATION PLAN
NASA CODE INSPECrION INSTRUCTIONAL VALIDATION
VALIDATION PLAN
1. Content Validity of Materials (Conten0
Ao Compare Objectives (NASA and Carnegie Mellon)
Purpose: The purpose of this activity is to determine the objectives taught by the Carnegie
Mellon Code Inspection Course and compare these with current NASA objectives to
find similarities and differences in terms of content, specifically what objectives are
missing or em_aneous in the Carnegie Mellon Course.
Input: Objectivm (4 sources)
1. Objective outline provided by Carnegie Mellon
2. Objective deu:ription (answers) provided by SwRI
3. Objective deu:ription provided by IBM analysts
4. Description of current code inspection process (NASA Software Inspection
Process Standard, Software Formal Inspections Guidebook)
Activity: Compare NASA and Carnegie Mellon objectives
Output: Data for final report
Test instruments
no Compare Models for Code Inspection (NASA and Carnegie Mellon)
Purpose: The purpose of this activity is to compare the model for code inspection used by the
Carnegie Mellon Code Inspection Course and the model used by NASA for code in-
spection to find similarities and differences, specifically to determine if the two
models are similar enough to make the Carnegie Mellon Course content relevant for
use with NASA analysts.
Input: Carnegie Mellon and NASA objectives for code inspection as provided by Carnegie
Mellon
NASA model for code inspection as provided in the following documents: NASA
Software Inspection ProcessStandard, Software Formal Inspections Guidebook
Activity: Compare NASA and Carnegie Mellon models for code inspection
Output: Data for final report
Test instruments
s Effectivenem of Matmdals (Presentation Strategy)
(3 NASA analysts use the Carnegie Mellon Code Inspection Course)
Ao Knowledge of Information (Instructional Modules)
- pretest/pos_ (paper/pencil test over Carnegie Mellon objectives)
Purpese: The specific purpose of this activity is to measure the effectiveness of the instruction-
al modules and look in general at the effectiveness of this type of course for teaching
the content, code inspection, as well as other similar processes. Analysts will be
admlniqered a pretest prior to interacting with the instructional modules (Carnegie
Mellon Course) to determine their prior level of knowledge of code inspection. A
Input:
Activity:
Output:
Note:
posnest will be administered after interacting with the instructional modules to
determine how much was learned from the modules. Gains in scores from the pretest
to the posttest will be examined.
Pretest
Postteat
Demographic data
5 analysts (pretest) (not highly experienced in code inspection)
3 analysts (po_t)
Select 3 analysts to participate in validation (pretest)
3 analysts participate in the instructional module portion of the course
Test analysts after instructional modules (posttest)
Selection of 3 analysts
Record of prior knowledge of code inspection
Gain in_ore attributedtoinstructionalmodules
Tne pretestwilldeterminefi'omtheoriginal5 analystswhich 3 willparticipateinthe
validationprocess.
So Application of Information (Simulated Code Inspection)
- posttest (paper/pencil test over Carnegie Mellon objectives)
- course feedback seer practice code impection
Purpose: The purpose of this activity is to measure the effectiveness of the simulation
(simulated code impection) as a teaching tool. After imencting with the simulation
portion of the course, analysts will be given the same posttest (as used in Part A) to
determine if there is any gain in their scores aRer participating in the simulation. In
addition, comments will be noted regarding the course assessment of the analysts
performance in the simulation.
Input: Posttest
3 analysts
Activity: 3 analysts participate in the simulation portion of the course
Test analysts after simulated code inspection (posttest)
Output: Gain score attributed to simulation
Program comments regarding performance
Co Ovm'all Course
- analyst self-report (questionnaire) (interview)
- evaluator report (observations) (opinions)
Purpose: Upon conclusion of the Carnegie Mellon Code Inspection Course (instructional
modules & simulation), analysts will be given a questionnaire asking for their subjec-
five response to the course. Following are the purposes of the questionnaire: l) to
determine whether analysts liked this method of instruction, 2) to determine if
analysts felt they learned from the course, 3) to identify areas where difficulties
occurred, 4) to find out what they thought the strengths and weaknesses of the course
were, 5) to determine opinions on whether weaknesses could be overcome, as well
as poss_ie suggestions to overcome them. The interview will be an extension of this
line of questioning to give the analysts an opporlmfity to further express their
opinions about the course and its potential for use by NASA analysts.
The evalualor's report will document observations of how the analyst performed
during the course. Observations will include items such as problems encounte:ed,
Input:
Activity:
Output:
analyst comments, and time spent on various parts of the instruction. Subjective
opinions of the observer may be included for the purpose of documenting or
clarifying events occurring during the validation process.
Analyst questionnaire
Analyst interview
Evaluator observations
Evaluator opinions
Administer questionnaire
Interview analyst
Observe analyst using the code inspection course
Analysts' objective responses to the course
Observer's documentation of what occurred during the course
NOTE: Part 2 will take place over two days using analysts provided by NASA:
Day 1: Set up the computer system
Use materials with 1 analyst (approximately 3-4 hours)
Day 2: Use materials with 2 analysts (approximately 3-4 hours each)
NOTE: Instruments to be developed:
lo Pretest/Posttest
Purpose: The purpose of this test is to measure the effectiveness of the instructional modules
and the code inspection simulation. The pretest and posttest will be the same instru-
ment. This test will be comprised of content taken directly from the Carnegie Mellon
objectives addressed in the five instructional modules of the course. Test answers
will be reverse engineered from the Carnegie Mellon course by SwRI.
o Analyst Questionnaire
Purpose: The overall purpose of the analyst questionnaire is to determine the potential for
using this course and/or the feasibility of this type of instruction for code inspection
or other jtimilar processes (content) relevant to NASA needs. The questionnaire will
consist of items for the analyst to respond to regarding their opinions about the
Carnegie Mellon Course.
o Interview Questions
Purpose: The purpose of the interview is to give each analyst further opportunity to express
his/her opinions regarding strengths and weaknesses, and the potential for this course
or this type of instruction for teaching code inspection and other content relevant to
NASA.
e Observation Form
Purpese: The pmlxne of the observation form is to provide additional descriptive data which
may aid in explaining results found in the data collected. The observation form will
be used by the observer to document any problems encountered, any comments made
by the analyst either positive or negative, and how long the analyst spent during parts
of the course.
eNote: The observer will play an impartial role in documenting events, however, a
secondary role of the observer is to facilitate analysts in staying on task to insure
validity of comparisons between the three analysts involved.
Demographic Data Sheet
Purpose: The purpose of the demographic data sheet is to provide information which might
help analyze results found in the data collected. The data sheet will be used to
provide background information about the analysts participating in the validation
study.
3. Final Validation Repert
A. Purpme of the Study
The purpose of this study is to validate the instructional effectivene_ of the Carnegie Mellon
Code Inspection Come. This code inspection course validation provides a case study for
exploring process simulation training with a subject matter domain of sot_vare.
B. Materia'-
The materials used in this study will be listed and briefly described including the Carnegie Mellon
Course itself, as well as the pretest/posttmt, analyst questionnaire, interview questions,
observation form, and the demographic data sheet.
C. Proeedura
The procedures used in collecting the data described in Part E (Results) will be stated.
Do Subjects
The subjects (analysts) participating in this study will be briefly described. This description will
give general information about the subjects, based on the information they provide on their
demographic data sheets, as well as any observations made by observers during the validation
process.
Ee Results
Results will be reported for two areas including content and instructiona/effectiveness.
will be pre_nted based on the data gathered by the instruments described previously.
1) Content Data
a) Objectives
b) Models for Code Inspection
2) Instructional Elrectiveneas Data
a) Pr_ (Knowledge of Information)
b) Posttest (Application of Information)
c) Course feedback after practice code inspection (Application of Information)
d) Analyst Self-Report (questionnaire, interview)
e) Evaluator Report (observations, opinions)
Results
F. Condusiom and Recommmdatlom
SwRI will synthesize and interpret the results and summarize the subjective conclusions. SwRI
will provide a professional recommendation based on these results and conclusions. Recommen-
dationswill bemadeasto theuseof this specific course, as well as this type of instruction in
general.
Go Limitations
Any factors seen as limitations on this study which may affect the results will be clearly stated
so that knowledge of this information can be used in interpreting the results. One example of
such a limitation is that the scope of this project does not allow for a true empirical study to be
implemented. This is not possible with the limitation of only three analysts using the course.
Due to the small number of subjects, statistical manipulation of the data is not appropriate,
therefore data gathered will be descriptive in nature.
H. Appendix
The appendix will contain copies of all pertinent documents to this study. Such documents will
include instruments, Carnegie Mellon and NASA objectives, Carnegie Mellon and NASA models
for code inspection, and any othe_ documents relevant to the validation process.

APPENDIXH
oU'rLINE OF "A CURE FOR THE COMMON CODE"

NASA CODE INSPECTION INSTRUCTIONAL VAI.mATION
STRUCTURE OF THE CODE INSPECTION COURSE SOFTWARE:
Auditorium
motivational presentation (why soft, rare quality is important and how inspectiom improve the
quality of software)
information on the company Ultimex and course the user is about to take
Training Room
learn how to navigate through the simulated world
access to instruction on inspections and group processes
Instructional Modules (5)
1. Formal Inspections: Purpose and Process
The Purpose (4 minus)
The Process (9 minutes)
The Process (3 minutes)
Conducting An Inspection (3 minutm)
Guidelines For Success (3 minutes)
2. Inspection Types and Differences
Inspections
Definition
Function
Walkthroughs
Definition
Function
Reviews
Definition
Function
Advantages/Disadvantages
Inspections
Wallcd_ughs
Reviews/Audits
Quality Assurance Techniques
3. Inspection Roles and Pitfalls
Moderator
Role (14 minutes)
Problems(up to 10 minutes)
AttackOn Producer (2 minutes)
Moderator Dominates (2 minutes)
Producer Problem Solving (2 minutes)
Follow-Up Communicatiom (2 n_nutes)
Pitfalls (2 minutes)
Helpful Hints (up to 20 minutes)
What _: (20 _ms)
Checklists (up to 10 minutes)
Before
Dur_
After
Producer
Role (5 minutes)
Problems (up to 6 minutes)
Atta_ On Producer (2 minum)
Produc_ Problem Solving (2 minutes)
Pitfalls (2 minutes)
Reader
Role (3 minutes)
Problems (up to 4 minutes)
Reader Too Fast (2 minutes)
Pitfalls (2 minutes)
Recorder
Role (7 minutes)
Problems (up to 5 minutes)
Recorder Too Slow (3 minutes)
Pitfalls (2 minutes)
4. Inspection Tools and Forms (practice code inspection)
How To Get Help (2 minutes)
OfficeWindow Environment 0 minutes)
Tools For Code Analysis (up to 9 minutm)
Hypertext Tools Demo (4 nfinutm)
Code Debugger Tools Demo (5 minutes)
Electronic Mail (not available)
Practice With Tne Tool,
5. Inspection Communi_fions
Group Process (up to 23 minutes)
What h A Group? (5 minutes)
Different Types of Groups (5 minutes)
Group Communication (5 minutes)
Special Problems (8 minutes)
Conversational Interface (6 minutes)
Library
- contains text, graphics, video, and audio materials
Videotapes (11 available)
Card Catalog
- Forms
- Style Manuals
- Articles
- Slides (not available)
Useft$ OtBce
examine code that will be the subject of a later inspection
purpose it to teach the importance of preparation in an inspection and to give the student
experience in preparing for an inspection
tools available to help prepare for the inspection (hypertext system, source level debugger)
secretary asks user to choose role for the inspection (moderator, reader, recorder)
Conference Room
location for the simulated code inspection
code, specifications and error report forms complete with hypertext links are available here during
the simulation of the inspection
Secretary
- user does not have access to this room
Coffee Room
upon conclusion of the inspection, the user is given performance feedback here
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